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PREFACE 

There  are  two  things  that  this  book  is  not.  First,  it 
is  not  an  liistorical  introduction  to  philosophy.  I  have 
dealt  only  in  a  few  cases  with  the  history  of  the  problems 
under  consideration,  but  have  generally  given  only  brief 
notes  and  a  few  references  to  guide  the  student  should 
he  desire  to  devote  some  time  to  looking  up  historical 
matters.  Secondly,  it  is  not  a  handbook  of  philosophy. 
It  does  not  give  'pro  and  co7i  all  the  various  doctrines  held 
by  the  great  philosophical  writers  of  the  past  and  the 
leading  writers  of  the  present.  It  does  not  give  an  ex- 
haustive bibliography  under  the  different  headings,  but 
mentions  as  a  rule  only  those  books  with  whose  titles  the 
beginner  should  get  acquainted  and  in  which  he  will  find 
the  best  introduction  to  a  further  and  profounder  treat- 
ment of  the  problem  in  hand. 

But  what  is  the  book  ?  It  is  an  attempt  to  state  and 
explain  the  chief  problems  of  philosophy  as  problems 
actually  existing  to-day,  and  to  give  such  solution  of 
these  as  the  author  is  able  to  give.  In  fact,  its  chief 
value  seems  to  me  to  lie  in  the  selection  and  in  the  order 
of  the  problems  with  which  it  deals.  The  instructor  who 
uses  the  book  for  his  classes  may  easily  select  those  chap- 
ters which  he  wishes  to  omit  and  those  wldch  he  desires 
to  emphasize.  I  strongly  urge  the  beginner  and  the  gen- 
eral reader  to  omit  for  the  first  reading  the  following 
chapters:  V,  VII,  X,  XII,  XIII,  XX,  XXX,  XXXI, 
XXXIII,  XLV,  XLVI,  XLVII,  LVII,  and  LVIII.  By 
so  doing  the  book  will  gain  in  interest  and  the  main 
argument  will  not  be  seriously  disturbed. 
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I  am  (luito  aware  that  the  book  has  many  faults,  but 
my  excuse  ior  i>uhlishiutj  it  now  is,  tirst,  the  belief  that  it 
is  an  approach  toward  what  an  introduction  to  philosophy 
should  be,  and,  secondly,  the  desire  to  learn  through  it 
how  to  write  a  better  introduction  some  time  in  the 
future,  especially  in  case  a  second  edition  is  called  for. 
Doubtless,  the  reader  will  find  inconsistencies;  but  in- 
consistency between  the  solutiojis  of  dift'erent  problems 
does  not  seem  to  me  a  fatal  fault,  for  I  believe  that  we 
philosophers  shouitl  profit  by  following  the  example  of 
natural  science  and  devoting  ourselves  chiefly  to  separate 
problems  and  their  solution,  even  if  we  have  to  set  aside 
for  the  time  being  llie  making  of  a  system.  Hence  I 
have  tried  to  present  a  series  of  problems  and  their  solu- 
tions rather  than  a  completed  philosophical  system.  In 
this  presentation  there  is,  of  course,  a  system,  or  general 
doctrine,  in  tlie  background,  and  a  Avord  should  be  said 
about  it. 

I I  1  have  understood  Professor  Miinsterberg  aright  in 
the  lirst  cha})ter  of  his  "  Psychology  and  Life,"  I  agree 
with  every  statement  that  he  there  makes.  My  termi- 
nology is  different,  but  my  general  views  are  the  same. 
I  should  call  the  main  doctrine  of  ray  book  a  rationalistic 
idealism.  By  idealism  I  mean  the  doctrine  that  denies 
the  existence  of  a  transcendent  world,  and  that,  therefore, 
limits  all  problems  to  the  world  of  experience.  By- 
rationalism  I  mean  that  our  attempt  to  interpret  the 
world  must  presuppose  premises  or  a  priori  truths  about 
the  world.  Against  naturalism  I  maintain  that  man's 
ideals  can  rightly  lay  claim  to  the  same  validity  as  does 
hi.s  science ;  and  in  behalf  of  naturalism  I  attempt  to 
justify  the  atomic  mechanical  interpretation  of  nature 
and  indirectly  of  mind. 

The  book  i)resupj)oses  on  the  part  of  the  reader  a 
general  knowledge  of  natural  science,  psychology,  and 
formal  logic. 
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Next  a  word  about  its  use  for  classes.  It  is  not  in- 
tended to  be  exactly  a  text-book.  Rather  it  is  to  furnish 
the  student  with  a  problem  and  with  enough  information 
about  the  problem  for  him  to  take  an  active  part  in  a 
discussion  in  class.  The  instructor  will  doubtless  disa- 
gree with  much  that  I  have  said,  and  will  wish  to  impart 
to  his  students  his  own  views  and  his  objections  to  mine. 
My  expectation  is  that  he  will  do  so,  and  that  the  book 
will  be  merely  a  help  to  prepare  the  student  for  this.  In 
short,  the  ideal  introductory  course  in  systematic  philoso- 
phy seems  to  me  to  be  not  a  lecture  course  nor  a  series  of 
recitations,  but  a  critical  and  systematized  discussion,  — 
a  Socratic  discussion  if  you  will. 

I  hope  that  all  these  remarks  about  college  matters  will 
not  discourage  the  general  reader  by  making  him  think 
that  the  book  is  not  intended  for  him  as  well. 

Finally,  I  wish  to  express  my  heartfelt  thanks  to  my 
colleagues.  Professor  H.  A.  Aikins  and  Dr.  W.  D.  Briggs, 
for  numerous  and  most  helpful  suggestions  and  correc- 
tions in  the  course  of  final  revision. 


WALTER  T.  MARVIN. 


Cleveland,  Ohio, 
April  21, 1903. 
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INTRODUCTION  TO  PHILOSOPHY 

CHAPTER   I 

PHILOSOPHY   AND   THE   PHILOSOPHER 

What   is    Philosophy,  and   who   is   the    Philosopher  ? 

Philosophy  is  an  enthusiasm,  a  love  for  the  truth ;  and  the  Philosophy 

Philosopher  is  he  whose  life  and  thought  are  controlled  '« a  love  for 

^  ,  ...  the  truth. 

by  this  mightiest  of  loves.     Truth  is  his  mistress  ;   and  to 

be  faithful  to  her  in  thought,  in  word,  and  in  deed,  is  the 
devotion  that  alone  seems  to  him  meet  and  right.  He  is 
a  lover  of  the  Truth ;  but  what  is  Truth  ?  It  is  the  old, 
old  question,  and  its  answer  might  well  be  called  also  the 
old,  old  answer.  For  more  than  a  score  of  centuries,  from 
the  days  when  Greek  civilization  had  reached  manhood, 
on  through  the  ten  centuries  of  its  prime,  old  age,  and 
dotage,  through  the  centuries,  when  under  the  influence  of 
Greek  thought  the  dogmas  of  the  Catholic  Church  were 
formulating,  on  through  the  Middle  Ages  and  the  Renas- 
cence, down  to  and  through  the  days  of  modern  thought 
and  civilization  to  our  own  time,  this  question  has  been 
ever  before  the  mind  of  Europe's  spiritual  leaders  ;  yes,  to 
answer  it  her  greatest  minds  have  lived,  and  proved  them- 
selves willing  to  suffer,  and  even  to  die. 

Now  what  has  been  this  answer  of  the  ages  ?     It  is  con- 
tained in  one  word.      Truth  is  Consistency.     He  that  makes   And  Truth 

it  a  chief  aim  of  his  life  in  thought,  in  word,  and  in  deed,   '^}^^'^^  ^on- 

T.  ■,.,.  sistency. 

to  be  consistent,  he  is  a  philosopher ;    and  the   endeavor  to 

bring  consistency  into  the  life  and  thought  of  the  civilization 

of  the  dag,  this  endeavor  is  philosophy. 
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lloro  we  Imve  at  once  the  explanation  wliy  the  philoso- 
j>hor  has  been  so  wiiK'ly  niisundcrstood  in  our  own  day. 
You  and  I  livi'  in  a  time  whi-n  the  discovery  of  new  facts 
and  of  new  hiws  of  nature  and  of  mind  is  praised  and  hon- 
ored, in  a  time  that  has  little  patience  with  a  study  not 
"1'-^  crivin<'  man  directly  new  means  of  overcomincr  life's  ob- 
uii.li-r-  slack's  and  of  winning  life's  allies.  This  is  the  work  of 
science.  Science  to-day  is  hailed  as  chief  and  conqueror ; 
hut  philosophy  is  looked  upon  as  a  feeble,  dotard  tribesman, 
living  over  from  generations  now  passed  away.  Our 
charity  and  reverence  for  old  age  may  permit  it  to  remain 
still  among  us ;  but  who  looks  to  it  for  aught  that  is 
useful  or  aught  that  will  help,  truly  help,  the  march  of 
progress  ? 

Progress  means  the  gaining  of  new  information  al)0ut 
the  facts  of  the  world  in  which  we  live.  Progress  means 
the  application  of  this  information  to  subduing  nature  to 
our  service.  We  have  not  time  to  sit  down  to  ask  our- 
selves whether  all  that  we  are  doing,  all  that  we  are  learn- 
ing, is  consistent,  the  new  with  the  old,  or  the  one  part 
with  the  other.  We  must  be  up  and  doing.  The  world 
will  not  stand  still  for  us.  What  if  here  and  there  we  are 
inconsistent?  Results  are  what  we  seek,  and  results  are 
what  we  can  show.  Behold  how  we  have  increased  the 
security  of  life  against  disease,  against  starvation,  against 
hostile  peoples.  See  the  luxury  and  comfort  now  possible 
to  the  day  laborer,  and  the  raised  standard  of  living  every- 
where among  us.  Mark  the  means  of  easy  transit  from 
one  end  of  our  earth  to  the  other,  and  the  wide  and  rapid 
intercommunication  between  man  and  man  now  estab- 
lished the  whole  world  over.  Behold  the  teeming  popu- 
lation in  countries  but  recently  unable  to  support  a  tenth 
of  tlie  men  they  now  comfortably  clothe  and  feed.  Look 
at  our  great  cities,  where  but  recently  was  wilderness. 
And  last  but  not  least,  if  you  desire  spiritual  progress,  see 
the  truths  that  our  empirical  sciences  have  won  for  us. 
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where  a  century  ago  all  was  ignorance,  superstition,  or  the 
mere  blind  following  of  worthless  tradition. 

Such  has  been  and  often  is  still  the  talk  in  vogue.  It  is 
the  talk  of  the  hysterical  enthusiast.  It  is  such,  because 
no  sane  man  even  dreams  of  disputing  the  truth  of  a  word 
that  is  there  said.  It  is  such,  because  no  sane  man  can 
help  but  be  in  general  as  well  informed  as  the  one  that  Reply  to 
makes  the  outcry.     It  is  such,  because  the  verv  prosfi-ess  V"^  Misun- 

"^  .  J    i       o  derstanding. 

to  which  so  much  praise  is  given  results  from  an  applica-  Progress  has 
tion  of  the  philosopher's  principle,  consistency ;  without  ^^'^ ^^^^^o^^' 
which  science  could  never  have  existed-     Who  but  the  these  is 
man  that  cannot  see,  fails  to  apprehend  one  of  the  chief  ^""S'^^^'za- 
causes,  over  and  above  the  mere  information  science  has 
given  us,  of  the  material  progress  of  our  day  ?     Can  we 
point  to  a  mightier  power  for  wealth  and  progress  than 
social  and  industrial  organization  ? 

Were  the  nations  not  mighty  peoples  but  petty  and  hos- 
tile tribes,  were  industrial  and  commercial  corporations 
no  longer  here,  but  in  their  stead  only  the  little  shop, 
the  merchant  single-handed,  and  the  lonely  pack-carrier,  Organiza- 
where  then  were  our  boasted  wealth  and  luxury,  what 
then  would  it  serve  us  though  we  knew  twice  the  laws  of  Pro 
nature,  and  twice  the  means  of  subduino-  them  that  we  ^^^^^nsCon- 

'='  sistency,  or 

now  know?     But  what  is  organization?     Is  it  other  than  Harmony; 
a  means  to  be  consistent?     Is  it  auQfht  but  an  instrument  ^°*it^®^*''- 

•=  monizer  is, 

to  bring  each  individual  and  his  life  into  harmony  with  all  as  such,  the 
the  rest  of  his  fellow-men  and  with  their  lives?  Philosopher, 

All,  if  that  be  so,  then  there  is  a  twofold  work  to  be 
done  in  this  world  of  ours.  It  is  not  he  alone  that  dis- 
covers new  truths  and  shows  us  how  we  may  bridle  the 
forces  of  nature,  important,  most  important  though  his 
work  is,  it  is  not  he  alone  that  achieves  the  results  we  call 
progress.  There  is  another  who  works  hand  in  hiand  with 
him,  and  without  whom  the  world  would  fare  ill.  There 
is  the  great  social  and  industrial  organizer.  There  is  the 
man  that  sees  where  two  forces  that  should  be  friendly, 


tion,  and 
therefore 
gress, 
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are  conflicting,  and  the  one  destroying  tlie  results  of  the 
other.  Ho  nuirks  the  contradiction  that  exists,  and  en- 
deavors to  k'arn  and  to  apply  the  deeper  principle  that  will 
harmonize  them.  His  motto  is,  "For  we  are  members  one 
of  an(»tlier."  He  knows  that  two  elements  enter  into  every 
movement,  —  the  propelling  force  and  the  repelling  one. 
No  matter  how  great  the  former  may  be,  the  latter  may 
easilv  make  it  of  no  avail.  True  progress  must,  then,  be 
a  twofold  one;  and  they  that  work  for  man's  advancement 
must  engage  in  this  double  labor.  There  are  those  who 
give  their  lives  to  accumulate  the  forces  of  propulsion, 
but  those  lives  are  no  less  useful  which  are  given  to  re- 
moving the  repelling  forces.  Now  where  there  are  many 
workers  it  may  easily  be  that  men  themselves,  in  their 
aims  and  in  their  labor,  may  so  act  that  one  destroys  what 
the  other  would  accomplish ;  that  one  is  to  the  other  as  a 
repelling  force.  What,  then,  is  to  happen  ?  No  one  man 
is  so  powerful  that  he  can  subdue  all  that  are  in  his  way; 
no  one  man  can  have  the  world  to  himself.  Life  is,  and 
must  be,  a  movement  against  resisting  forces.  There  is, 
then,  but  one  thing  to  be  done.  Harmful,  needless,  profit- 
less resistance  must  be  done  away;  and  this  is  the  work 
of  the  philosopher,  to  harmonize,  to  make  consistent  the 
lives  of  fellow-men  whether  it  be  in  their  thoughts  or  in 
their  words  or  in  their  deeds.  No  matter  where,  conflict 
must  give  place  to  peace.  We  may,  then,  call  the  philoso- 
pher the  world's  peacemaker:  and  we  may  judge  him  that 
brings  peace  out  of  discord  a  philosopher,  no  matter  where 
his  work  may  be ;  no  matter  whether  it  be  in  the  organiza- 
tion of  industry  or  commerce,  in  the  settlement  of  strife 
between  capital  and  labor,  in  the  making  of  treaties  be- 
tween nations;  or,  whether  it  be  in  removing  the  con- 
flict between  scientific  theories  and  between  religion  and 
science,  or  in  overcoming  the  struggle  between  the  body 
and  the  spirit,  —  the  warfare  between  things  material  and 
things  spiritual  for  the  mastery  over  man;  or,   finally, 
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whether  it  be  in  the  revealing  to  our  minds  the  unity  of 
the  individual  and  the  world  to  which  he  belongs,  — the 
unity  of  the  finite  and  the  infinite.  No  matter  where  we 
meet  it,  the  work  of  harmonizing  discord  and  contra- 
diction will  belong  to  the  man  that  is  at  bottom  philosoph- 
ically minded. 

But,  as  has  been  implied  all  along,  the  organizer  is 
only  su[)pleraenting  the  work  of  another.  The  mind  that 
finds  new  facts  and  the  mind  that  reconciles  the  old  and 
the  new  are  complementary.  Often  in  the  history  of 
civilization  we  have  had  men  that  united  in  the  one  mind 
a  mighty  power  for  both  forms  of  labor;  and,  doubtless, 
no  man  is  so  one-sided  that  he  is  wholly  devoted  to  the 
one  or  the  other.  Such  great  men  were  in  days  gone  by 
an  Aristotle,  a  St.  Paul,  a  Descartes,  a  Leibniz,  a  New- 
ton, a  Franklin,  and,  in  our  own  days,  a  Helmholtz,  a 
Darwin,  a  Mill,  a  Lotze,  a  Huxley,  and  tens  of  others 
that  might  just  as  rightly  be  named. 

Let  us  look  somewhat  more  at  the  details  of  the  philoso- 
pher's calling.     Clearly  he  must  be   judicially  minded. 
His  work  as  reconciler  demands  that  he  understand  both  The  Pecu- 
sides  of  the  controversy,  and  that  he  do  justice  to  both;  Jjf"c'^iijQ* 
otherwise  he  would  establish  a  peace  that  were  no  true  He  is  a 
peace.     His  work,  as  compared  with  the  explorer's,  the  rather^than 
inventor's,  the  discoverer's,  is  at  home,  whereas  theirs  is  an  Ob- 
out  in  the  field.     They  must  be  trained  to  observation,  he   ^^^'^^^' 
must  be  trained  to  reflection.     They  are  great  observers, 
he  is  a  great  thinker.     In  fact,  it  has  often  been  his  stay- 
at-home  life  that  has  caused  him  to  be  so  misjudged  and 
ill  spoken  of.     He  seems  to  be  weaving  all  out  of  his 
"inner  consciousness."     He  does  not  seem  to  be  a  lover 
of  facts  and  of  deeds.     He  is  rather  a  lover  of  solitude  and 
of  quiet,  of  repose  and  of  meditation.     No  wonder  the 
nineteenth  century  misunderstands  him! 

But  to  turn  from  the  man  to  his  work.  Of  course,  from 
our  discussion,  it  follows  that  his  work  is  everywhere,  — 
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in  the  slrug<;los  witli  t^elf,  in  llio  family,  the  state,  the 
chuivh,  in  coinmeire  ami  imlustiy,  in  science  and  religion, 
ami  in  momlity  ami  art.  We  would  have  the  reader  not 
forget  that  to  be  a  peacemaker,  or  harmonizcr,  no  matter 
where,  is  to  have  the  spirit  of  the  philosopher,  and  to  be 
one  indeed.  But  the  work  of  philosophy,  in  the  more 
general  and  historic  use  of  the  term,  is  in  a  narrower  field 
than  evervwhere.  In  the  traditional  and  7iarrower  sense 
of  the  word  philosophi/  is  the  study  of  the  fundamental  prob- 
lems before  the  human  mind  and  the  endeavor  to  bring  an 
ultimate  harmony  into  all  human  thought  and  action.  The 
conllicts  it  would  harmonize  are  the  universal  ones;  and 
the  students  in  our  schools  and  colleges  who  would  study 
philosophy  are  not  to  expect  in  their  courses  in  that  sub- 
ject to  deal  with  all  manner  of  human  discords,  riiiloso- 
phy  in  the  broader  sense  may  be  studied  in  almost  every 
coui-se,  or  even  lecture,  throughout  a  college  or  university 
career,  as  it  may  also  be  studied  in  every  department  of 
life's  work.  But  philosophy  in  the  narrower  sense  is  the 
subject  of  the  present  book,  and  it  is  to  this  we  must  in- 
troduce the  reader. 

What  is  philosophy?  We  defined  it  as  an  enthusiasm 
for  the  Truth,  and  at  once  asked,  What  is  truth?  Two 
possible  meanings  of  the  word  have  been  implied  in  what 
has  already  been  said;  and  we  may  now  denote  this  two- 
fold meaning  by  adopting  the  distinction  between  "a 
truth,"  or  "truths,"  and  "the  truth."  There  were,  as  we 
saw,  two  great  works  for  our  minds  to  do :  first,  to  discover 
the  new,  and,  secondly,  to  organize  or  assimilate  the  new 
with  the  old,  or  to  systematize  each  part  with  every  other 
part.  To  do  the  former  work  we  must  collect  new  facts, 
and  interpret  these  new  facts  either  through  our  knowledge 
of  the  old  or  through  some  new  thought  of  a  creative  as 
opposed  to  a  merely  traditional  thinker.  Such  new  knowl- 
edge we  call  a  discovery.  It  is  "a  new  truth."  But 
"the  truth"  has  quite  a  different  meaning.       The  truth 


PHILOSOPHY  AND  THE  PHILOSOPHER  7 

refers  to  that  complete  body  of  IcnoicleiLje  that  includes  in  it  The  Truth 

all  truths.  —  all  truths  oraanized  into  one  (treat  system.     It  *^  *'"', 

'■'  o  d  complete 

is  the  difference  between  the  scattered  parts  of  a  dead  system  of 
body  on  the  dissecting  table  and  tlio.se  parts  united  in  the  '/"^'[u^^"*' 
living  organism,  each  part  where  it  belongs,  each  part 
ministering  to  every  other  part,  and  all  together  forming 
a  unity  Avhose  life  and  meaning  can  be  thought  of  as  one. 
Thus,  the  truth  means  all  individual  truths  united  into 
one  all-including  system. 

But  if  this  be  the  truth,  how  can  we  ever  attain  to  it? 
To  construct  such  an  all-including  system  would  require 
that  we  have  all  truths  in  our  possession;  but  this  we 
shall  never  have,  for  as  long  as  rational  beings  exist 
new  facts  will  be  revealing  themselves  and  demanding 
to  be  interpreted  and  to  have  this  interpretation,  or  new 
truth,  brouglit  into  harmony  with  old  truths  and  the  old 
with  it.  The  truth  then  is  not  something  we  now  pos- 
sess, or  ever  will  possess ;  nay,  rather,  we  never  shall 
possess  it;  but  it  is  an  ideal  toward  which  the  reason 
of  man  is  ever  striving,  —  an  ideal  we  can  realize  only 
in  part,  yet  realize  more  and  more  as  our  knowledge 
progresses.  The  truth  is  only  an  ideal.  But  mark  what  The  Truth 
this  implies.  It  does  tell  us  that  we  have  not  attained  ^®  therefore 
the  truth,  but  it  also  tells  us  that  we  have  a  partial  ideal, 
idea,  a  notion,  a  mental  picture  of  that  which  we  are 
striving  to  realize.  We  may  not  know  the  truth;  for 
did  we,  \MQ  should  have  already  fulfilled  our  ideal.  Yet 
we  do  know  enough  about  it  and  its  nature  to  search 
for  it  intelligently;  for  did  we  not  know  this,  how  could 
Ave  seek  it?  When  you  or  I  hunt  for  this  or  that  object, 
it  may  well  be  that  we  know  little  about  the  object;  still, 
we  must  know  something,  otherwise  we  should  not  know 
where  to  search  nor  should  we  know  the  object  when  we 
had  found  it. 

Now,  ultimately,  every  rational  mind  is  a  seeker  after 
the  truth,'  and  if  this  be  so,  we  must  all  have  some  faint 
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}>icture  of  that  which  we  seek  so  that  we  may  recognize  it 
whon  we  liml  it;  otherwise,  our  task  were  hopeless. 

Ni>iice  now  what  we  have  been  saying.  The  seeker 
after  the  truth  hjis  a  twofold  work  to  do.  He  must  have 
an  idea,  or  mental  picture,  of  that  for  which  he  searches. 
He  must  be  able  to  recognize  truth  when  he  finds  it.  He 
must  have  before  him,  air  castle  though  it  be,  an  image  of 
the  ideal  called  the  truth.  On  the  other  hand,  merely  to 
have  the  ideal,  and  yet  in  no  way  to  realize  it,  were  little 
indeed,  and  quite  profitless.  Therefore  he  must  strive  to 
realize  it,  and  in  part  succeed,  ere  he  be  worthy  of  the 
name,  a  seeker  after  the  truth.  But  to  realize  it  we  have 
found  to  mean  the  organizing  of  truths  into  an  organic 
wliole,  or  system.  The  seeker  after  the  truth  must  do 
this  also.  Hence,  if  we  define  philosophy  as  the  search 
for  the  truth,  we  see  at  once  that  philosophy's  work  must 
be  twofold:  Jirst,  there  is  the  working  out  of  that  ideal,  or 
mental  picture,  those  marks  or  criteria,  those  characteristics 
or  descriptions  of  the  truth  which  will  enable  us  to  guide  our 
search  intelligently  and  to  recognize  the  truth  and  to  hasten 
the  dag  of  its  complete  realization;  secondlg,  there  is  the 
organization  of  truths  into  a  sgstem,  or  the  complete  uni- 
fication of  our  knowledge.  In  its  broader  sense  philosophy 
includes  both.  Many  have  restricted  its  meaning  solely 
to  this  latter  work;  but  a  moment's  thought  must  show 
that  no  man  can  find  an  object,  or  realize  an  ideal,  unless 
he  has  some  notion  of  that  for  which  he  searches  or  some 
picture  of  that  ideal  unto  which  he  would  attain. 

The  second  task,  or  work  of  systematizing,  is  clearly 
but  complementary  to  the  work  of  those  who  discover 
new  truths.  Clearly,  the  philosopher  could  never  sys- 
tematize truths  he  does  not  possess,  and,  therefore, 
without  the  discoverer  of  new  truths  his  very  task  must 
be  hopeless. 

No  amount  of  mere  thinking  could  possibly  give  these 
new  truths.      We  must  search  for  the  facts.     He  that 
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would  discover  gold  must  go  out  into  the  wide  world  and 
dig  for  it.  He  that  stays  at  home  and  spends  his  da3's  in 
idle  dreams  of  the  gold  he  would  discover,  will  never  be 
more  than  a  poor  and  worthless  idler.  No,  the  philosopher 
needs  the  discoverer  of  truths  as  much,  and  even  more, 
than  that  one  needs  the  philosopher.  Our  greatest  ruler 
or  industrial  organizer  needs  the  farmer,  the  weaver,  the 
coal-miner,  and  the  woodsman.  Without  them  he  him- 
self would  starve,  and  his  government  and  organization 
become  a  mere  powerless  dream.  As  all  our  civilization 
is  built  upon  the  labor  of  those  who  wrest  from  the  soil 
its  potential  wealth,  so,  also,  must  all  philosophy  be 
built  upon  the  truths  the  discoverers  win  for  us.  That 
philosopher  who  is  false  to  this  truth  is  as  blind  and  as 
great  a  fool  as  that  capitalist  who  forgets  his  dependence 
upon  the  lowliest  laborers  of  field,  forest,  and  mine. 
Nothing  could  be  so  untrue  to  philosophy  herself  as  that 
widespread  notion  that  the  philosopher  cares  for  none  of 
these  things,  but  weaves  the  truth  out  of  his  inner  self, 
as  a  spider  weaves  its  web.  This  view  is  utterly  false, 
and  they  that  continue  to  cry  it  forth  from  the  housetops 
show  a  disgraceful  ignorance  and  an  unbounded  assurance. 

But  where  there  is  smoke  one  may  justly  expect  to  find 
fire.  It  is  true  that  the  philosopher's  work  is  reflection. 
It  is  true  that  by  thinking  he  wins  that  organization  of 
truths  we  call  "the  truth."  But  even  more  than  this. 
We  found  his  work  to  be  twofold.  He  was  to  construct 
for  us  the  ideal  we  try  to  realize ;  and  this  work  of  neces- 
sity must  be  done  from  within.  It  is  the  product  of 
thought. 

Look  the  wide  world  over,  where  could  we  ever  find  the  And  nec- 
ideal  of  truth  ?     The  truth  is  not  something  that  exists  JSers^from 
here  or  there  as  a  fact  beside  other  facts.     It  is,  as  we  Science  by 
have  seen,  an  ideal,  a  something  that  we  strive  to  bring  reflective, 
into  existence,  but  yet  something  unto  which  our  finite 
minds  can  never  attain.     If  this  ideal  is  to  be  formed., 
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liow  ami  wlu'iifi'  is  it  to  conn'?  Surely  only  from  within 
us.  It  is  an  itlral;  an  ideal  of  whom?  Of  our  reason,  of 
our  soul  as  a  seeker  after  the  truth.  It  does  not  grow  on 
trees,  nor  is  it  deeii  down  l)uried  within  the  earth.  No 
U'leseojto  will  lind  it  in  tho  heavens,  nor  will  any  niicro- 
Bcope  reveal  it  to  us  in  tho  thinnest  of  sections  ever 
mounted  on  a  ghiss  slide.  The  ideal  comes  from  within. 
It  is  the  ideal  of  our  reason,  and  to  our  reason  we  shall 
have  to  go  if  w-e  are  ever  to  behold  it.  Surely  if  we  are 
to  hunt  for  anything,  why  not  where  there  is  hope  for  find- 
inir  it?  Is  this  not  scientific?  Is  this  not  rather  common 
sense?  Away,  then,  with  that  dogmatic  foolish  blindness 
tljat  bids  us  hunt  the  wide  world  over  for  that  which  exists, 
and  can  exist,  only  within  us.  The  philosopher  looking 
within  is  just  as  truly  a  discoverer  as  is,  and  just  as  truly 
goes  back  to  the  sole  source  of  information  as  does  any 
natural  scientist  hunting  the  world  over  for  liis  facts. 

The  work  of  philosophy  Ave  have  now  seen  to  be  two- 
fold, the  formation  of  an  ideal  and  the  organization  of 
special  truths  in  accord  with  this  ideal.  The  first  task, 
the  formation  of  our  ideal,  requires  that  we  reflect  over 
the  work  already  accomplished  by  science,  and  push  on, 
by  means  of  further  reflection,  to  a  more  perfect  and  con- 
sistent vision  of  that  ideal  than  the  scientist,  merely  as 
such,  has  attained. 

In  the  chapters  to  which  this  is  introductory,  we  shall 
try  to  do,  in  a  general  way,  this  second  work  of  philoso- 
phy. We  shall  try,  by  reflection,  to  learn  something 
about  those  characteristics  and  marks  of  the  truth  presup- 
posed in  our  very  search  for  it.  We  are  thus,  in  our  book, 
using  the  term  philosophy  in  its  narrowest  signification. 
Almost  all  scientists,  even  professionally,  are  philosophers 
in  the  Ijroader  sense  that  includes  both  tasks.  But  phi- 
losophy, as  part  of  a  college  curriculum,  is  largely,  if  not 
entirely,  devoted  to  the  narrower  problem.  It  is  that 
narrower  problem  to  wdiich  this  book  would  introduce  the 
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reader.  We  shall  reflect  about  all  general  fields  of  human 
knowledge,  we  shall  try  to  find  out  their  ideals,  seek  for 
any  inconsistencies  in  these  ideals,  and  try  thus  to  gain 
a  picture  of  tiie  truth  as  a  whole,  but  only  in  as  far  as  it 
is  a  mere  ideal,  and  not  a  realized  fact  in  the  minds  of 
men.  If  we  did  the  latter,  we  should  have  to  try  to  unify 
all  that  science  has  taught  the  world  in  the  way  of  truth ; 
in  short,  tell  the  complete  story  of  the  world  as  far  as  that 
story  has  been  worked  out  by  man.  This  we  shall  not  do. 
Philosophy  for  us  will  be  that  narrower  problem,  the  at- 
tempt of  man  to  work  out  a  picture  of  that  ideal  which  the 
seeker  after  the  truth  tries  to  realize.  We  shall  begin  by 
reflecting  upon  nature,  or  the  world  about  us,  and  the 
interpretation  of  it  thus  far  won  by  man.  Then  we  shall 
turn  to  study  similarly  the  mind,  or  the  world  within  us. 
Next  we  shall  study  the  world  as  a  whole,  and  after  that 
the  very  attempt,  as  such,  to  know  the  world.  Then  we 
shall  go  on  to  a  short  study  of  other  fields  of  truth  besides 
those  of  science,  —  the  truths  of  religion,  of  morality,  and 
of  art. 

Now  reflection  is  hard  work,  and  he  that  would  philoso- 
jihize  must  be  patient.  But  the  more  we  do  philosophize, 
as  the  more  we  do  any  work,  the  more  habituated  we 
become  to  it,  and  thus  the  easier  and  more  interesting  it 
becomes. 


PART    ONE 

METAPHYSICS 

(The  World  of  Science) 

1.  Philosophy  of  Nature  3.   Ontologt 

2.  Philosophy  of  Mind  4.  Cosmology 

5.   Cosmogony 


I.   THE   PHILOSOPHY   OF   NATURE 


CHAPTER  H 


THE    INFINITE    DIVERSITY    OP    THINGS,    QUALITIES,    AND 
RELATIONS   IN    NATURE 

How  different  the  world  would  seem  to  each  one  of  us 
could  we  but  recall  fully,  and  for  the  moment  accept,  the 
ideas,  the  thoughts,  and  the  fancies  of  our  childhood's  days. 
How  small  that  world  must  have  been  when  compared 
with  the  picture  of  our  sidereal  system  that  the  study  of 
astronomy  gives  to-day.  Plow  strange  it  seemed  to  some 
of  us,  who  can  recall  those  thoughts,  to  hear  that  our  earth 
is  round  like  a  ball,  and  that  the  little  twinkling  stars 
above  are  great  bodies,  bigger  than  our  own  mother  earth, 
that  away  down  below  lies  the  land  of  China,  that  the 
great  ocean  on  whose  shore  we  dug  in  the  sand  stretches 
on  and  on  for  thousands  and  thousands  of  miles.      Our 

1  (1)  Literature  :  Metaphysics. 

The  student  desiring  to  commence  seriously  tlie  study  of  Metapliysics 
is  advised  to  read  carefully  Lotze's  Metaphysics.  Though  it  is  rather 
difficult  reading,  this  work  is  one  of  the  best,  if  not  the  best,  in  all  recent 
philosophical  literature. 

Hermann  Lotze,  Metaphysik.     2d  ed.      Leipzig,  1884  (English  translation 
edited  by  B.  Bosanquet.     2  vols.     2d  ed.     Oxford,  1887). 

A  study  of  the  history  of  the  general  problems  of  Metaphysics  is  also 
quite  important.  The  chief  metaphysical  writers  in  Modern  Philosophy 
are  Des  Cartes,  Spinoza,  Leibniz,  Locke,  Berkeley,  Hume,  and  Kant. 

In  part  this  knowledge  must  be  gotten  from  their  writings.  Selections 
of  Des  Cartes  and  Spinoza's  writings  as  well  as  those  of  Locke,  Berkeley, 
Hume,  and  Kant  exist  in  English.  Series  of  Modern  Philosophers  edited 
by  E.  H.  Sneath  (Heniy  Holt  &  Co.)  :  (1)  Des  Cartes  by  H.  A.  P.  Torrey  ; 
(2)  Spinoza  by  G.  S.  Fullerton.  For  the  others,  cf.  note  to  Chapter 
XXXVI. 

For  the  History  of  Modern  Philosophy,  cf.  note  to  Chapter  LVII. 

15 


1.  The 
Growth  of 
the  World 
as  pictured 
and  inter- 
preted by 
our  minds. 
The  World 
of  our 
Childhood. 


10  INTUODUCTION  TO   rillLOSOrilY 

fn"st  lessons  in  cfoography  —  perhaps  tliev  ■were  the  conversa- 
tions of  parents  —  began  to  oi)en  to  our  minds  the  thoughts 
of  other  hinds  tlian  ours;  and  maybe  the  strange  people 
on  the  street  pointed  out  to  us  by  them  gave  us  our  first 
thoughts  of  nations  whose  looks  and  costumes  were  so 
strange  and  different  from  our  own.  Before  that  time 
what  a  little  world  must  have  been  ours!  It  was  bounded 
by  what  our  eyes  had  seen,  as  we  played  or  walked  about 
in  the  district  of  our  home;  and  up  above  the  sky,  the 
sun,  the  moon,  and  the  stars  were  not  very  far  away. 
The  population  of  our  world  was  not  very  much  greater 
than  our  own  immediate  experience  showed  to  us.  Our 
own  ancestry  went  back  perhaps  to  our  great-grand- 
parents, or  hardly  so  far.  A  dawning  faint  idea  that  some 
day  we  should  be  great  men  or  women  like  our  parents 
had  come  to  us  perhaps  by  this  time ;  but  that  life  was 
only  a  brief  span,  and  that  some  day  our  parents  would  be 
gathered  unto  the  fathers,  extending  backward  generation 
after  generation,  and  we,  too,  in  turn,  — how  far  were 
such  thoughts  from  our  minds ! 

Little  by  little  the  direct  experience  of  different  phases 
of  life,  of  people,  and  of  material  things  kept  adding  now 
this,  now  that  element  to  our  world;  and  our  teachers, 
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botli  by  word  of  mouth  and  by  picture-books  and  the  like, 
kept  increasing  still  more  rapidly  the  size  of  our  child- 
hood's universe.  We  began  to  gain  a  knowledge  of  our 
earth  as  a  great  sphere,  of  the  vast  areas  of  land  and  water 
that  form  its  surface,  of  the  many  nations  and  races  that 
people  it,  of  the  great  changes  time  has  brought  about  in 
the  history  of  Europe  and  America.  Still  all  this  re- 
mained very  crude;  and  to  be  frank,  how  crude  it  has 
ever  remained  in  the  thoughts  of  most  of  us!  We  can 
look  ov^er  a  map  and  talk  glibly  of  a  thousand  miles. 
But  what  a  difference  between  the  thousand  miles  of  walk- 
ing or  stage-coaching  or  sailing  and  the  thousand  miles 
you  or  I  travel  by  railroad  or  ocean  steamer.  How  dif- 
ferent are  the  size  of  our  earth  and  the  multitude  of  its 
peoples,  to  the  long  and  thorough  traveller,  from  what  they 
are  to  us  that  stay  most  of  our  days  at  home.  So,  like- 
wise, the  lessons  in  astronomy  and  physical  geography 
modified  enormously  the  thoughts  of  childhood.  There 
arose  a  faint  idea,  for  most  of  us  still  a  very  faint  idea,  of 
the  immensity  of  our  solar  S3'stem  and  of  the  ages  counted 
in  units  of  a  million  of  years  during  which  terrestrial 
changes  have  been  taking  place.     But  here,  again,  how 
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Till-  uni- 
verse of 
cliildbood 
similar  to 
that  of 
primitive 
man  ami 
also  to  that 
of  daily  life. 


easy  to  sjieak  of  millions  ol"  miles  or  millions  of  years; 
and  how  hard  to  pii'tiue  sueh  units  adetiuatel}'.  If  a  day, 
a  week,  or  a  month  seem  to  ihc  hopeful  and  expectant  a  long 
time  to  wait,  what  nuist  wo  say  of  sueh  ages  as  geology 
records?  If  the  tedious  walk  from  village  to  village  con- 
sumes a  day,  what  of  the  distance  from  the  earth  to  the  sun  ? 
What  merest  fragments  are  even  the  best  and  greatest  en- 
deavoi-s  to  picture  such  immensities!  But  in  time  our 
teachers  had  to  tell  us  that  these  ages  and  these  distances 
are  but  perhaps  inlinitesimal  points  in  the  countless  ages  of 
sidereal  evolution  and  dissolution,  and  in  the  endless  spaces 
involved  in  a  space  whose  bounds  are  unthinkable. 

As  biology  teaches  that  the  growth  of  each  one  of  us, 
from  the  egg  to  the  adult  form,  is  a  rough  recapitulation 
of  the  development  of  our  race  from  the  lower  and  indeed  the 
lowest  forms  of  life ;  so  also  does  history  in  like  manner  show 
us  that  these,  our  conceptions  of  the  world  from  those  of 
childhood  to  those  we  get  from  the  world's  greatest  minds, 
are  no  more  than  a  similar  recapitulation  of  the  thoughts 
of  primitive  men  gradually  expanding  and  modified  into 
the  tenets  of  twentieth  century  science.  Once  upon  a 
time  the  adult  thought  of,  and  believed  in,  a  world  no 
bigger,  no  more  multiform  and  richer  in  content,  than  that 
of  the  young  child  to-day.  Strange  to  say,  a  few  centuries 
would  bring  us  to  the  days  when  to  men's  minds  the  earth 
was  not  round  nor  so  large,  when  they  thought  the  sky 
and  the  heavenly  bodies  revolved  about  it  and  not  at  so 
great  a  distance,  and  when  even  the  great  universe  itself 
seemed  comfortably  small.  How  easy  is  it  even  for  us  to 
lapse  back  in  careless  or  thoughtless  moments  to  mental 
imagery  quite  as  vague  and  quite  as  imperfect  as  that  of 
our  forefathers  of  the  Middle  Ages.  The  practical  needs 
of  daily  life  require  no  such  stretching  of  the  imagination 
as  does  the  endeavor  to  picture  to  ourselves  the  truths  of 
science.  Therefore  for  us  the  vaguest  mental  imager}-  of 
the  vastness  of  our  universe  not  only  suffices,  but  actually 
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becomes  the  usual  form  of  our  thought.  Still,  when  we 
are  serious  and  the  interest  in  such  deep  questions  holds 
our  minds,  how  vast  is  the  change  in  our  beliefs  and  in 
our  thoughts  that  these  last  centuries  have  wrought.  To 
come  to  know  such  a  world  of  time  and  of  space  as  science 
and  exploration  have  revealed,  meant  not  only  a  change 
in  a  few  thoughts,  but  a  revolution  in  almost  all  our 
thoughts;  yes,  and  even  more  than  this,  for  a  revolution 
in  thoughts  means  a  revolution  in  conduct,  in  the  home, 
in  the  shop,  and  in  the  state.  Here,  in  conduct,  new 
thought  must  struggle  for  its  existence  and  win  or  lose  its 
permanent  hold  on  man's  mind. 

However,  we  are  now  concerned  with  the  revolution  in  The  change 
thouQ'ht  itself.     To  have  such  a  new  imafje  of  the  world  *°  *^^  F^'" 

°  _  o  verse  of 

meant  a  change  in  beliefs  very  dear  to  the  heart  of  man  Modem 
and  very  ancient  in  his  history.  This  change  could  not  °'^^^'^'^®- 
take  place  in  a  day  and  could  not  win  its  acceptance  with- 
out an  intense  struggle,  even  to  the  bringing  upon  its 
missionaries  all  the  wrath  of  their  fellow-men  and  of 
their  established  institutions,  the  church  and  the  state. 
Such  a  change  meant  the  modification  of  every  dogma, 
religious  and  political,  and,  in  time,  social  and  industrial. 
The  church,  the  hierarchy,  the  saints,  the  angels,  the 
spirits  and  demons,  heaven  and  hell,  and,  finall}-,  God, 
as  pictured  by  men,  had  to  be  modified ;  and  a  new  and 
higher  conception  of  the  Creator  and  the  created  take 
their  place.  The  governments  that  for  a  time  fulfilled  a 
province's  or  a  nation's  needs  became  too  petty  for  the 
expanding  industrial  and  social  life  of  the  people.  Thus, 
from  the  thirteenth  century  to  our  own  day,  revolution 
after  revolution  marks  the  progress  in  thought,  in  science, 
in  religion,  in  government,  in  industry,  and,  in  short, 
wherever  our  attention  turns.  But  the  story  of  how  the 
world  has  come  to  be  to  our  mind  so  vastly  greater,  is 
only  half  the  story  of  the  change  in  our  mental  representa- 
tion of  it. 
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2.  The  As  we  ordinarily  look  at  the  objects  about  us  or  think  of 

\N..ri.i..f  tli(.'n),  thev  are  for  us,  and  remain  for  us,  such  as  they 
s<-i<'iice.  then  a[)i)oar;  but  later,  when  science  has  carefully  in- 
formed us  c»f  their  hidden  nature,  and  we  have  understood 
The  AVorlii  her  message,  a  great  change  must  take  place.  What  a 
!^^i''f  ,  ilitTerent  obicet  a  little  piece  of  animal  tissue  or  a  i)article 
j;r.-at  aii.i  of  a  leaf  appears  when  there  comes  to  the  assistance  of 
niteiy small  ^^^^  unaided  cvc  a  focussed  microscope.  What  before  was 
a  mere  speck,  hardly  big  enough  to  be  seen  at  all,  has  now 
become  a  highly  complex  group  of  little  cells.  The  bodj', 
whose  exterior  we  know  so  well,  has  to  be  reconstructed 
for  us  by  microscopic  study  into  an  infinitely  more  com- 
plex and  wonderful  system.  Yet,  even  here,  we  have  to 
feel  that  science  has  made  but  a  beginning.  The  object 
that  we  magnify  several  hundred  diameters,  we  have  to 
think  of  as  admitting  a  much  greater  enlargement  could 
we  but  find  means  to  produce  it.  At  each  new  step  perhaps 
a  greater  and  greater  complication  and  variety  of  parts 
wait  to  be  revealed  to  us,  until,  finally,  our  effort  to  imag- 
ine the  object  has  to  cease  through  complete  inability  to 
picture  aught  further.  Seemingly  our  intellect,  if  not  our 
imagination,  permits  us  to  grant  the  possibility  of  an  in- 
definite enlargement.  The  little  particle  of  skin  that 
looks  so  complex  under  even  a  glass  of  low  power,  might  be 
enlarged  on  and  on  until  it  would  appear  as  big  as  a  moun- 
tain, or  as  the  earth,  or  as  the  solar  system;  yes,  on  as 
far  as  we  will.  Would  each  such  imaginary  enlargement 
reveal  to  us  new  complication  and  variety  of  parts,  as  does 
that  magnifying  we  are  able  to  accomplish  ?  At  least,  such 
an  assertion  has  to  be  admitted  by  our  intellects  as  that  of 
a  possibility,  and,  maybe,  even  a  probability.  A  proba- 
bility it  would  be,  because  already  two  sciences  inform  us 
about  the  hidden  nature  of  such  exceedingly  small  parti- 
cles, vastly  beyond  what  the  most  powerful  microscope 
can  show.  Chemistry  tells  us  of  the  so-called  chemical 
atoms  that  compose  this  piece  of  tissue  or  this  particle  of 
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rock ;  and  these  atoms,  with  their  way  of  working,  although 
in  some  respects  so  well  known  to  us,  seem  almost  infi- 
nitely smaller  than  the  objects  of  the  microscope.  But 
there  is  still  a  world  beyond.  May  there  not  be,  as  specu- 
lation in  physics  leads  us  to  expect,  a  whole  world  of 
objects  entering  into  the  composition  of  each  one  of  these 
atoms.  Then,  again,  those  vast  spaces  surrounding  our 
earth  on  all  sides  are  believed  to  contain  means  by  which 
the  light  and  heat  from  the  heavenly  bodies  are  carried 
to  us.  These  means  of  transport  are  a  world  of  particles 
vastly  smaller  than  any  atom  of  which  our  chemistry 
teaches  us.  So  here,  again,  we  are  introduced  to  a  new 
world ;  and  if  we  are  speculative,  we  may  think  of  this 
world  in  terms  even  of  the  infinitesimally  small. 

Thus,  on  the  one  hand,  an  increasing  knowledge  has  en- 
larged the  world  as  represented  to  us  by  our  minds.  The 
earth,  the  solar  system,  our  sidereal  system,  and  the  bound- 
less realms  of  space,  we  have  before  us  —  the  infinitely 
great.  On  the  other  hand,  the  same  knowledge  has  put  be- 
hind the  world  another  world  hidden  to  our  senses,  — the 
world  of  the  microscope,  of  chemistry,  of  physics,  — until 
finally  our  intellects  suggest  the  limitless  enlargement 
of  parts,  and  so  the  existence  of  the  infinitesimal  world. 

What  a  different  world  it  is  from  that  with  which  each 
of  us  began  in  the  first  months  of  babyhood,  and  what  a 
different  world  from  that  in  which  each  of  us  usually  lives 
in  the  daily  walks  of  life.  We  talk  glibly  enough  about 
chemical  formulae;  we  look  at  the  sun  and  the  stars;  and 
did  one  ask  us  about  their  distance,  we  should  talk  just 
as  easily  about  the  millions  of  miles  as  we  do  about  a 
dozen  inches.  But  this  is  simply  due  to  the  feebleness 
and  i^overty  of  our  imaginations.  Did  we  think  but  a 
moment,  we  should  be  conscious  how  inadequate,  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  whole  truth,  the  usual  representa- 
tion is.  Of  course,  the  usual  representation  is  quite 
sufficient  for  the  wants  of  the  hour  and  satisfies  those  wants 
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far  bettor  than  if  we  spent  our  days  dreaming  of  the  in- 
linite  expanses  on  the  one  hand  and  their  infinitesimal 
contents  on  the  other.  But  somehow,  wliat  serves  so  well 
the  })raotieal  needs  of  daily  life,  falls  far  short  of  the 
world  that  an  unlimited  intelligence  and  imagination 
would  represent. 

If  there  seems  such  a  difference  to  us  who  have  been 
brought  up  to  believe  in  the  world  that  science  has  in 
part  revealed,  how  great  and  overwhelming  would  that 
difference  seem  to  men  to  whom  it  was  entirely  new.  To 
the  people  of  the  Middle  Ages,  who  lived  in  so  much 
smaller  a  world,  and  to  the  people  since  those  days,  science 
has  been  telling  this  entirely  new  story,  and  has  thereby 
been  introducing  new  thoughts  of  a  revolutionary  char- 
acter, yes,  thoughts  that  often  meant  an  overturning  of 
beliefs  of  which  the  mind  had  become  most  fond.  How 
natural,  then,  does  it  seem  that  resistance  was  offered  to 
the  new  ideas,  and  that  only  very  slowly  has  a  readjust- 
ment to  the  new,  and  thereby  a  rebuilding,  taken  place. 
The  World,  But  the  world  of  the  infinitely  great  and  of  the  infinitely 
and  Its  small  is  far  more  than  this.     Our  world  is  also  one  of  infi- 

inhnite 

variety,  and  nite  variety.     Look  where  we  will  there  is  always  some- 

etemai  thinof  new  to  find,  somethins^  different  to  be  discovered, 

difference.  o  '  o 

What  could  seem  more  nearly  alike  than  the  pebbles  strewn 
along  the  seashore,  but  do  we  ever  find  two  really  the 
same?  On  the  maple  the  leaves  all  look  sufficiently  alike 
to  be  recognized  at  once  as  maple  leaves,  yet  how  easy  it 
is  to  pick  any  two  and  notice  a  difference  between  them. 
In  some  families  the  common  type  of  feature  is  so  marked 
that  we  can  recognize  even  strangers  as  members.  Yet 
seen  together  we  easily  distinguish  even  the  very  closely 
resembling  twins.  From  cases  of  this  near  similarity  of 
feature  we  turn  our  attention  to  that  of  faces  in  a  great 
crowd.  All  are  distinctly  human,  but  there  seem  to  be 
never  two  alike.  So  we  could  go  on  recalling  the  wonder- 
ful variety  throughout  every  type  or  sort  of  object  in  the 
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whole  realm  of  nature.  It  is  true,  we  should  have  to 
stop  wlien  we  came  to  objects  too  small  for  us  to  see,  or 
in  some  wa}^  directly  to  perceive.  Thus  it  is  true  that 
you  and  I  may  not  be  able  to  find  any  difference  between 
one  set  of  atoms  of  hydrogen  and  the  atoms  of  the  same 
element  elsewhere.  But  still  there  comes  to  one  the 
belief  that  could  we  only  see  them  as  we  see  the  leaves  of 
the  maple  tree,  the  same  wonderful  variety  would  reveal 
itself  here  also.  Is  there  any  end  to  it  as  far  as  we  can 
judge  or  as  far  as  the  facts  of  nature  lead  us  to  believe  ? 
We  have  to  answer  No,  and  thus  regard  the  world  as  com- 
posed of  objects  admitting  of  an  indefinite  variety.  Not 
only  do  these  objects  themselves  differ,  but  their  motions 
seem  likewise  to  differ  wherever  we  are  able  to  observe 
them  carefully.  Who  ever  threw  a  stone  through  abso- 
lutely the  same  path  in  the  air,  landing  upon  the  identical 
spot  of  ground  as  did  the  stone  that  he  threw  before  ?  In 
short,  who  of  us  ever  repeated  an  act  with  absolute  accu- 
racy? A  careful  measurement  or  observation  would  be 
sure  to  show  parts  of  the  act  a  little  different  in  the  one  case 
from  like  parts  in  the  other.  We  may  try  to  play  a  piece 
of  music  twice  over,  but  every  time  we  do  so,  and  are  keenly 
observant,  we  are  sensitive  of  differences.  And  what  is 
true  in  such  complicated  activities  as  our  own  seems 
equally  true,  for  the  best  of  reasons,  of  the  simple  activi- 
ties in  the  material  world  about  us.  What  day  is  the  exact 
repetition  of  some  previous  day  in  atmosphere  and  tem- 
perature ?  What  river  flows  two  successive  days  in  exactly 
the  same  channel  ?  We  find  evidence  of  its  wearing  away 
continuously  some  of  its  bank  or  altering  the  course  of  its 
channel.  The  difference  from  day  to  day  may  be  exceed- 
ingly small ;  but  still  we  believe  that  sufficiently  delicate 
measurement  would  betray  it.  The  stars  seem  to  follow 
day  in  and  day  out  the  same  paths  in  the  heavens ;  but  if 
there  be  the  fine  variations  in  latitude  the  astronomers 
seek  to  determine,  this  must  mean  a  continuous  change  in 
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their  patlis.  Likewise',  too,  wc  know  the  patli  of  the  cai'th 
is  iiillueiicetl  or  L'haiiL,a'(l  by  its  rehitivo  position  to  other 
heavenly  bodies.  Must  it  not  then  foHow  that  as  this 
reh\tive  posititm  is  eonstantly  ehangiiig,  so  must  also  the 
jiath  of  the  earth?  Again,  through  tlie  constant  cliange 
in  the  heat  stored  up  within  our  earth  and  the  constant 
radiation  of  this  heat  into  space,  the  strain  upon  the 
crust  of  the  earth  must  be  constantly  altered,  and  thereby 
changes  in  that  crust  must  take  place.  So  likewise 
in  the  ocean.  In  animals  and  in  plants  growth  and 
varying  environment  must  be  ever  producing  different 
actions  and  reactions.  We  hear  over  and  over  again  of 
human  nature  being  ever  the  same  and  of  history  repeat- 
ing itself;  but  we  do  not  mean  this  except  in  a  rough  Avay. 
No  two  instances  of  human  conduct,  no  two  stages  in  the 
world's  history  or  in  a  nation's,  are  mere  repetitions.  A 
new  element,  and  a  very  large  new  element,  is  sure  to  be 
found,  if  our  observation  and  information  be  but  fairly 
accurate  and  complete.  Thus  we  find,  no  matter  where 
we  look,  and  Ave  believe  Ave  could  find  cA'^en  Avhere  our 
senses  fail  at  present  to  rcA^  eal  it,  an  indefinite  variety  of 
objects  and  an  indefinite  variety  of  actions  or  changes 
taking  place  in  or  through  these  objects. 

But  these  statements  do  not  even  yet  exhaust  the  list  of 
nature's  Avonderful  Avealth.  We  have  spoken  of  size,  of 
grouping  of  parts,  and  of  shape,  and,  finall}^,  of  changes 
so  far  as  they  consist  of  motion ;  but  Ave  haA^e  neglected  to 
mention  the  Avonderful  wealth  and  A'ariety  of  nature's 
qualities.  How  indefinitely  long  is  the  list  of  qualities 
rcA'ealed  to  every  chief  organ  of  sense!  Take  our  sense 
of  smell  and  taste,  but  above  all  our  sense  of  sound  and 
vision.  How  indefinitely  great  are  the  varieties  of  sound! 
There  are  not  merely  all  the  different  tones  of  the  scale 
and  all  their  combinations,  giving  rise  to  an  indefinite 
number  of  musical  compositions ;  but  the  same  note  played 
on  different  sorts  of  instruments  gives  quite  a  different 
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sound.  Yes,  even  more,  to  a  very  keen  ear  how  different 
are  the  sounds  of  two  pianos,  or  of  any  two  other  musical 
instruments,  and  of  the  same  pieces  played  hy  different 
artists.  However,  there  is  nowhere  else  to  be  found  in 
nature  at  large  so  wonderful  a  richness  in  quality  as  our 
vision  reveals  to  us.  Nature's  possibility  of  variety  in  color 
seems  truly  infinite.  To  ask  how  many  colors  there  found 
is  but  to  ask  how  many  colors  we  can  see.  The  list, 
according  to  psychology,  would  surely  be  in  terms  of 
thousands. 

Yet  again  we  must  add  to  our  list  a  new  and  most  im- 
portant element  that  gives  possibility  of  variation.  We 
refer  to  time.  Think  of  the  changes  that  take  place  with 
each  one  of  us  in  the  course  of  a  day,  a  year,  a  lifetime. 
But  remember,  further,  that  the  great  changes  of  nature 
are  the  work  of  centuries,  yes,  of  seons  measured  each  in 
terms  even  of  millions  of  years.  Such  are  the  wearing 
away  of  a  cliff  by  the  ocean,  the  rising  or  sinking  of  a 
coast  or  of  a  continent,  the  origin  of  new  species  and 
races  of  animals  and  plants,  the  coming  into  being  of  new 
planets  and  their  gradual  consolidation,  the  rising  of  new 
solar  and  even  sidereal  systems.  On,  on  we  might  go 
into  the  past  or  into  the  future.  Where  shall  we  put 
the  beginning  or  the  ending  of  nature's  activities?  Yes, 
dare  we  even  suggest  that  there  was  a  beginning  or  will 
be  an  ending?     Are  not  they  infinite  in  duration  ? 

Thus  far  we  have  described  the  world  that  we  gradually 
come  to  know  better  from  childhood  on,  in  terms  of  its 
most  general  characteristics,  that  is,  in  terms  of  its  size 
and  of  its  parts,  and  of  the  variety  in  the  combination  of  its 
parts  and  activities.  Finally,  we  have  spoken  of  its  indefi- 
nite richness  in  qualities.  Already  enough  has  been  sug- 
gested to  cause  the  intelligent  imagination  to  go  on  with 
the  work  of  picturing  to  itself,  with  ever  increasing  won- 
der, the  infinite  variety  of  things  and  qualities  of  our  world 
as  it  extends  in  space  and  time  without  end.     Yet  all  this 
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has  been  done  in  terms  of  very  wide  and  therefore  very 
general  signilieance.  Did  we  take  up  eacli  tj-pe  of  object 
beginning  with  the  largest  classes  and  going  down  to  less 
and  less  extensive  ones,  and  give  some  adequate  account 
of  each,  we  all  knoAV  that  the  largest  library  could  alone 
contain  the  results  of  human  endeavor  so  to  describe  the 
world.  Every  book  in  all  the  branches  of  science  and 
literature  is  only  an  attempt  to  add  its  small  share  to 
such  a  description.  And,  after  all,  what  has  been 
described  is  by  no  means  all  that  is,  but  rather  only 
that  part  of  what  exists  which  has  interested  man  and 
become  sufficiently  evident  to  him.  Here  it  is  that  the 
master  of  every  science  feels  profoundly  what  a  mere 
beginning  our  sciences  have  made.  Especially  is  this  true 
of  those  that  deal  with  nature's  most  complicated  manifes- 
tations, such  as  life  and  society.  As  a  consequence,  the 
farther  we  try  to  proceed  in  our  work  of  pointing  out  the 
wealth  of  nature,  or  the  farther  our  reading  and  study  of 
science,  of  history,  and  of  general  literature  take  us,  the 
vaster,  the  more  wonderful,  yes,  the  more  clearly  infinite 
does  nature  seem  in  every  respect. 


CHAPTER   III 


THE  GRADATION  OF  THINGS,  QUALITIES,  AND  RELA- 
TIONS IN  RESPECT  TO  THEIR  UNIVERSALITY  AND 
PERMANENCE 

Such  is  but  the  briefest  resume  of  that  world  we  call 
nature,  the  world  about  us.  On  the  one  hand,  we  see  its 
infinite  wealth  of  existence,  countless  objects  and  their 
infinite  changes,  the  infinite  richness  in  qualities  and  the 
infinite  variety  of  grouping  and  combination.  On  the 
other  hand,  we  see  the  gradual  growth  of  man's  knowl- 
edge of  this  Avorld  and,  therefore,  of  his  ability  adequately 
to  picture  it  to  himself.  We  see  the  world  of  the  child 
and  of  the  man,  of  the  uncivilized  and  of  the  civilized, 
of  the  ancient  and  of  the  modern,  of  the  last  century  and 
of  our  own  century.  Vie  see  at  once  the  infinite  task  the 
mind  of  man  has  before  it  in  gaining  a  complete  knowl- 
edge of  a  world  so  manifold  and  changing.  All  this  is  at 
best  a  faint,  brief,  and  necessarily  vague  picture  of  the 
problem  that  nature  presents  us. 

Did  we  come  to  realize  nature  fully  or  picture  it  vividly, 
the  effect  would  be  to  overawe  us,  for  the  task  that  the 
intellect  has  to  do  is  so  stupendous  that  the  mind  would 
be  indeed  overwhelmed,  j-es,  paralyzed.  "Were  it  brought 
thus  face  to  face  Avith  nature  all  that  it  could  realize 
would  be  chaos,  infinite  chaos.  Fortunately,  no  such 
overwhelming  experience  is  possible,  or  at  least  possible 
for  more  than  a  moment.  The  world  in  its  fulness  is  an 
experience  no  finite  mind  can  have,  and  the  feeble  attempts 
of  our  imagination  carry  us  but  a  little  way.  Yes,  fortu- 
nately, we  are  better  fitted  for  our  work.     The  very  limita- 
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tions  of  our  experience  save  us  cand  make  the  work  of 
knowin<j^  and  picturing  the  world  a  possibility.  The 
experiences  of  childhood  are  very  limited,  and  are  full  of 
all  manner  of  frequent  repetitions.  Otherwise  the  child 
could  never  advance  beyond  its  lirst  stage  of  intelligence. 
In  short,  time  and  repeated  opportunity  are  given  it  to 
find  its  way  about  in  the  entangled,  boundless  forest  of 
the  world.  All  this,  however,  is  possible  only  because  its 
footsteps  are  few  and  because  it  wanders  even  then  within 
a  very  small  forest  area.  As  it  grows  mentally  and  physi- 
cally, it  Avanders  farther  and  in  more  directions.  In 
time  it  can  climb  neighboring  hills  or  some  towering  tree 
and  gain  a  faint  view  of  the  surrounding  forest  for  a 
short  distance,  or  occasionally  for  miles  beyond.  This 
gradual  acquisition  of  knowledge  or  orientation  in  the 
child's  complex  environment  so  transforms  its  world  from 
a  chaotic  experience  into  an  ordered  familiarity  with 
things  about  it,  that  it  feels  at  home  in  the  world  and 
lives  in  peace  and  safety  and  in  happy  ignorance  of  the 
world  beyond  the  home.  Yes,  who  would  have  a  home 
that  lived  in  a  different  household  every  day  of  his  life? 
Happily  such  is  not  our  life,  for  nature  has  made  it 
possible  for  every  man  to  be  at  home  even  in  an  infinite 
world;  she  has  forced  ever}^  living  being  to  become  more 
or  less  at  home  somewhere  on  peril  of  existence  itself. 
To  know,  or  Now  what  do  we  mean  by  becoming  at  home  in  the 
to  become      ^orld?     Essentially  the   same    thing  that  we  mean  by 

at  home  in  •'  ,    °  _  ,  •' 

the  world  is   becoming  at  home  in  a  new  house,  in  a  new  family  or  cir- 

*^T*^tr°-°     ^^^'  ^^'  ^'^  ^  ^^^^^  town  or  country.     In  a  new  city  I  am  at 

ourexpe-       first  bewildered  by  the  strange  and  crooked  streets,  the 

recombining  unfamiliar  houses  and  shops,    the   perplexing  street-car 

selected         system,  the  strange  faces.     After  a  while  the  main  streets 

become   familiar.     As    I   walk    through   them   day  after 

day,   one  part  of  them  after  another,   or  one  feature  of 

them  after  another,  becomes  fixed  in  my  mind.     There  is 

the  same  house  I  have  noticed  day  after  day.     So-and-so 
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lives  yonder.  This  corner  if  turned  takes  me  to  such  and 
such  a  friend's  house.  There  is  the  fashionable  shopping 
district.  Two  streets  farther,  and  we  shall  come  to  the 
City  Hall.  That  car  line  would  bring  us  to  such  and  such 
places.  So  it  goes.  Thus  little  by  little,  now  one  point 
now  another  is  noticed;  and  we  make  a  great  deal  out 
of  just  such  little  points,  really  exaggerate  them,  for 
out  of  them  we  construct  the  whole.  Who  can  picture 
all  the  houses  on  any  long  street?  We  can  remember 
those  that  have  attracted  our  attention  and  interest, 
but  the  others  refuse  to  come  up  in  our  imagination. 
How  often  as  we  walk  along  such  a  street  does  it 
suddenly  flash  across  our  minds,  "  Why,  there  is  a  house 
or  shop  I  do  not  remember  having  seen  before."  Yet 
nothing  can  be  surer  than  that  we  have  passed  it  and 
seen  it  hundreds  of  times.  What  better  proof  that  we 
notice  some  things  in  life  and  fail  to  notice  others,  that 
some  features  of  this  world  become  to  us  all-important 
and  others  are  quite  neglected.  Thus  ultimately  a  famil- 
iarity with  anything  means  that  we  have  noticed  some  of 
its  features  or  characteristics,  that  we  have  picked  these 
out  and  neglected  the  others.  So  it  is  in  our  daily  life. 
But  now  we  are  trying  to  be  scientists ;  and  therefore 
we  ask:  Is  it  different  in  our  attempt  to  get  that  clear, 
systematic,  careful  view  of  things  for  which  the  true  The  task  of 
scientist  searches?     It  certainly  is  not.     We  select  the  Science 

.      .  p     ,  .  ,  differs  from 

features  or  characteristics  of  things  that  somehow  attract  all  other 
our  attention.     The  rest  escape,  and  fortunate  it  is  for  ^'^o^.i^dge 

'-  only  in 

science  that  the  same  truth  holds  for  her  as  for  the  infant,  being  more 
Our  psychology  tells  us  two  things  are  necessary  for  the 
growth  of  knowledge:  repeated  experiences  and  varia- 
tions Avithin  these  experiences.  The  same  old  humdrum 
forever  would  not  be  a  way  to  learn  to  know  the  world, 
yet  the  other  extreme  would  be  equally  hopeless. 

Now  in  trying  to  find  his   way  about  this  world  the 
scientist  is  very  ambitious.     He  climbs  hills  to  get  a  broad 


thorough. 
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view,  or,  again,  he  goes  back  and  forth  to  see  Avliither  a 
street  leads,  to  see  where  its  turns  are  and  what  are  its 
new  directions.  He  notices  things  that  other  men  let  pass 
unnoticed.  He  joins  together  this  appearance  with  that, 
and  thereby  connects  or  orders  different  features  of  things 
or  different  tilings  that  most  of  us  hardly  ever  think  of 
connecting.  We  walk  over  mucli  the  same  beaten  track 
every  day  without  noticing  the  less  evident  connections 
between  things  until  they  are  pointed  out  to  us.  How 
many  of  us  might  have  gone  througli  life  and  not  have 
noticed  the  following  connections  had  they  not  been 
pointed  out  to  us  by  our  teachers  or  others.  That  a  tri- 
angle equals  half  the  rectangle  constructed  on  its  base, 
and  with  the  same  altitude.  That  a  circle  has  of  all 
figures  with  equal  length  of  boundary  the  greatest  area. 
That  the  tide  has  aught  to  do  with  the  position  of  the 
moon  in  the  heavens.  That  our  brain  is  the  organ  most 
intimately  related  to  consciousness.  That  the  weight  of 
the  air  causes  water  to  rise  in  a  pump.  And  so  indefi- 
nitely through  the  countless  truths  of  the  simplest  popular 
science.  Yet  their  discovery  by  science  means  simply 
the  same  sort  of  discovery  that  the  infant  makes  when  he 
notices  that  pounding  the  table  gives  a  different  sound 
from  that  of  a  spoon  falling  on  the  floor.  One  has 
merely  noticed  less  evident  connections  or  differences 
between  things  than  has  the  other.  Otherwise  the  two 
achievements  are  of  the  same  sort. 

To  connect  two  things  means,  as  a  piece  of  knowledge, 
to  take  them  to  pieces  and  to  put  them  together  again  in 
a  different  way.^  We  watch  the  position  of  the  moon  and 
the  motions  of  tlie  tides;  in  short,  we  compare  them  in 
respect  of  time.  But  to  compare  them  in  respect  of  time 
means  to  discriminate  them,  and  so  to  separate  them  from 

1  Psychologically  speaking  this  is  of  course  not  strictly  true,  for  the 
mental  process  is  often  much  simpler.  However,  as  knowledge  we 
have  to  describe  it  thus.     Cf.  chapter  xxxvii. 
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tlie  general  manifestations  of  nature,  to  observe  one 
characteristic  and  to  consider  that  all  by  itself.  The 
moon  and  the  tide  are  not  at  all  alike ;  but  let  us  once 
notice  that  they  undergo  certain  changes  together,  and 
then  we  are  at  once  temjjted  to  connect  them.  Why  do 
we  connect  the  thunder  with  the  lightning?  Simply  be- 
cause we  have  noticed  a  definite  time  relation  between 
them.  They  are  very  unlike,  and  were  there  no  regularity 
in  their  occurrence,  who  would  suspect  such  an  intimate 
connection?  Yet  the  connection  is  a  very  easy  one  for 
us  to  make  because  it  is  so  easy  to  notice  that  thc}^  do 
occur  closely  together.  Thus,  to  find  the  relation  or  con- 
nection between  things,  we  have  to  have  our  attention 
attracted  to  their  peculiarities,  or,  better,  their  common 
peculiarities.  We  have  to  separate  mentally  the  object's 
characteristic  that  makes  it  like  some  other,  and  that  may 
prove  to  be  the  basis  of  a  connection  between  the  two. 

But  in  the  infinitely  manifold  world  in  which  we  live 
this  noticing  of  some  common  characteristic  is  usually  very 
difiicult.  It  is  just  like  trjdng  to  connect  two  things  about 
which  we  are  asked  in  a  riddle.  We  see  no  connection, 
and  soon  tell  the  inquirer  we  "give  it  up."  He  tells  us 
the  answer,  and  we  laugh  at  the  strange  connection.  It 
is  ever  so  easy  to  see  it  now  that  we  are  told,  but  how 
hard  it  was  before,  in  fact,  how  almost  absurdly  impos- 
sible it  was  to  detect  the  connection.  Why?  Because,  to 
detect  it,  we  had  to  analyze  the  two  things  and  pick  out 
some  characteristic  in  this  case  at  least  very  unnotice- 
able.  So,  also,  is  it  with  the  infinite  variety  of  character- 
istics we  see  in  the  world. 

To  discover  and  to  point  out  the  common  characteristics 
of  things  is  the  work  of  science,  in  fact,  of  all  knowledge; 
and  to  do  this,  as  we  have  just  seen,  we  have  to  pick  out 
even  the  most  obscure  peculiarities,  qualities,  and  con- 
nections. This  work  of  analyzing  goes  on  in  us  from 
childhood ;  but  it  has  gone  on  in  our  race  and  civilization 
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for  agos.  The  eoiiscqueneo  is,  our  own  observation  gives 
us  but  little  information  as  compared  with  all  that  tradi- 
tion furnishes. 

Hut  what  are  the  main  results  given  by  tradition  that 
govern  us  in  picking  out  the  qualities  of  natural  objects? 
Above  all  else  the  discovery  that  in  the  infinite  variety 
of  (qualities  or  cliaracteristics  some  are  very  scarce,  others 
are  very  common,  some  are  seldom  found  in  things,  others 
are  very  often  found,  and  still  otliers  are  always  found. 
Then,  again,  that  most  objects  are  undergoing  change 
often  or  even  continuously,  and  that  in  this  process  of 
change  some  qualities  are  very  short-lived,  others  longer- 
lived,  and  still  others  are  eternal.  Thus  it  is  found  that 
all  societies  have  some  characteristics  in  common,  every- 
where and  always.  That  all  men  have  such.  That  all 
animals,  all  living  objects,  all  organic  objects,  and,  finally, 
all  objects  in  the  whole  realm  of  nature  have  some  in 
common.  Here  we  see  at  once  how  the  different  classes 
must  be  connected  together  always  in  some  respects,  no 
matter  how  they  may  differ  in  thousands  and  millions  of 
other  respects;  and  how  in  the  infinite  world  there  is  a 
hierarchy  of  universality  or  commonness  of  occurrence 
among  the  qualities.  Such  a  hierarchy  is  to  be  seen  in 
the  common  classification  of  nature's  objects  into  the 
physical,  the  chemical,  the  biological,  and,  finally,  the 
sociological  kingdoms,  or  types  of  phenomena. 

If  we  examine  the  bases  upon  which  this  division  of 
objects  into  classes  is  made,  we  shall  find  that  the  one 
basis  varies  in  complexity  from  the  other.  The  more  ex- 
tended, or  all-including,  any  such  class  of  objects  is,  the 
fewer  characteristics  are  required  of  an  object  to  be  a 
member  of  that  class.  This  is  the  familiar  rule  in  logic: 
as  the  extension  of  a  term  increases,  its  intension  ordi- 
narily decreases.  Thus  the  science  that  interprets  objects 
as  members  of  any  one  of  these  several  classes  will  deal 
with  problems  of  wider  or  less  extension.     Physics  deals 
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with  problems  of  universal  extension  or  application  in 
nature;  chemistry  with  problems  of  less  extension,  and  so 
also  with  biology  and  sociology. 

We  find  the  world  divided  by  physics  into  two  sorts  of  The  World 
objects,  —  the  imponderable  and  the  ponderable.  On  the  ^^  Piiysics. 
one  hand,  we  have  the  ether  with  its  phenomena,  such  as 
light,  electricity,  and  magnetism.  On  the  other  hand, 
we  have  those  objects  that  for  our  senses  admit  of  a  fuller 
knowledge,  the  objects  that  have  weight  and  whose  bulk 
becomes  often  sufficiently  great  for  us  to  perceive  them 
through  sight  and  touch.  In  this  ponderable  world,  ad- 
mitting of  a  larger  experience  than  the  other,  man  has 
discovered  differences  that  enable  him  to  make  a  greater 
number  of  important  distinctions.  The  chief  of  these  The  World 
form  the  basis  of  that  knowledge  of  nature  we  call  ^^  Chemis- 
chemistry.  Here,  then,  we  come  upon  a  new  division  of 
objects,  first  of  all  into  the  organic  and  inorganic  world. 
The  real,  or  original  basis  of  this  distinction  is  the  rela- 
tivel}^  simple  and  complicated  chemical  structure  of  differ- 
ent objects.  Those  objects  that  are  either  alive  or  have 
been  alive  or  are  products  of  living  objects,  were  found  to 
be  chemically  more  complicated  than  other  objects.  In 
time,  however,  the  chemist  was  able  to  construct  from 
purely  inorganic  objects  compounds  that  were  organic. 
So  the  recognized  basis  of  distinction  between  the  two 
classes  of  objects  has  become  the  presence  or  absence  of 
the  element  carbon  in  their  composition,  —  those  that 
contain  the  former  being,  of  course,  organic  and  tlie  latter 
inorganic.  Still,  for  us,  the  important  point  is  the  rela- 
tive richness  of  the  one  form  of  object  in  qualities,  or, 
more  broadly  speaking,  in  characteristics,  as  compared 
with  the  other. 

But  the  moment  we  make  the  division,  organic  and  The  World 
inorganic,  we  commence  to  think  of  that  higher  division  ^^^^f^- 
we  meet  in  the  former  class,  of  objects  into  living  and 
lifeless.     A  new  world  now  draws  our  attention, — the 
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world  of  life.  Here  we  find  such  a  niai'vellous  wealth  of 
(qualities  and  other  characteristics  along  with  such  a 
complicated  structure,  that  the  work  of  science,  to  dis- 
cover and  describe,  becomes  far  more  difficult.  We  need 
not  here  enter  into  a  discussion  of  the  abstract  definition 
of  life,  for  the  division  presupposed  is  a  quite  familiar  one. 
There  are,  hoAvever,  many  leading  characteristics  that  do 
deserve  a  passing  attention  in  our  present  line  of  thought. 
Those  of  us  that  have  not  studied  biology  are  very  apt  in 
thinking  of  the  living  to  give  all  our  thought  to  the 
higher  living  objects  that  commonly  attract  our  atten- 
tion, such  as  the  common  plants  we  see  about  the  field, 
the  roadside,  and  the  garden,  and  the  common  animals, 
including  man,  and  the  beasts  of  the  field  and  forest,  the 
birds,  the  fish  of  the  sea,  the  insects.  We  are  thus  apt  to 
forget  the  forms  of  life  that  are  microscopic ;  we  are  apt 
to  forget  that  the  chief  elements  that  make  up  a  living 
body,  the  cells  of  the  muscles  and  bones,  the  ganglion 
cells  of  the  nervous  sj'stem,  the  ovum,  the  cells  in  the 
blood,  are  each  by  themselves  living  objects.  That,  in 
short,  our  definition  of  life  would  have  to  hold  true  of 
them  just  as  of  the  more  familiar  forms  of  life.  We  recog- 
nize the  latter  forms  so  easily  by  their  movements,  either 
the  movements  of  growth,  or  the  movements  leading  to 
the  procuring  of  food,  or  the  avoidance  of  enemies,  or 
defence  acrainst  them.  It  is  the  fitness  of  their  activities 
for  the  preservation  of  the  individual  or  the  species  that 
especially  attracts  attention.  But  to  embrace  all  forms 
of  life  we  might  want  to  make  this  statement  even  broader. 
We  might  rather  say  we  find  that  living  objects  play 
some  active  part  in  the  world.  They  are  not  merely  the 
creatures  of  forces  without  them  as  is  the  stone  or  the 
river.  They  act,  and  their  action  gives  them  some  ele- 
ment of  independence.  Their  acts  take  at  least  some 
account  of  the  forces  without,  and  show,  to  some  degree 
at  least,  an  ability  to  cope  with  such  forces,  and  even 
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bend  these  to  their  service.     Where  we  see  such  adapta- 
tion, we  at  once  suspect  that  life  exists. 

But  there  are  so  many  grades  of  life  and,  therefore,  so  The  World 
many  degrees  of  ability  to  cope  with  the  forces  that  sur-  oV^ni  m 
round  the  creature.  One  of  the  most  wonderful,  yes,  the  and  of 
most  wonderful  of  these  adaptations,  may  be  described  as  ^°"^*y' 
a  partnership  of  individuals  in  the  work  of  adjustment  to 
environment.  Such  partnership  might  in  cases  here  and 
there  be  but  the  temporary  result  of  purely  accidental  cir- 
cumstances ;  but  in  the  great  mass  of  cases  we  find  evi- 
dence that  each  of  the  creatures  is  definitely  constituted 
for  the  office  named.  It  is  here  we  come  upon  those  phe- 
nomena we  call  organic  and  social.  There  is  the  life  of 
the  body,  and  there  is  the  life  of  the  family,  and,  again, 
of  the  general  social  body,  in  one  case  a  mere  horde,  in 
another  a  tribe,  in  another  a  nation,  and,  finally,  in  the 
last  stage  the  coming  of  nations  into  closer  touch  and  into 
cooperation.  We  have  many  minor  complex  social  mani- 
festations within  the  larger  groups :  the  castes  and  classes, 
the  industrial  and  political  movements,  and  the  religious 
and  moral  movements  with  all  their  accompanying  phe- 
nomena. In  our  study  of  history  we  get  the  social 
phenomena  in  that  broad  view  which  shows  their  gradual 
growth  and  widespread  effects :  —  the  gradual  growth  of 
a  national  idea  that  little  by  little  works  its  way  into 
every  branch  of  social  life  and  transforms  that  life. 

If  we  examine  again  the  hierarchy  of  the  different  classes  We  may 
of  obiects,  we  shall  see  that  characteristics  found  univer-  s^ade  the 

n      •        11-1  Worlds 

sally  in  the  higher  class  belong  to  all  members  of  the  class  from  the 
below.     In  short,  we  find  that  the  study  of  animal  life  is  ^?^°*  °/ 

.  .  '  -^  view  of 

dealing  with  more  general  characteristics  than  the  study  their  Uni- 

of  man,  because  whatever  is  true  of  animals  as  a  whole  is  ^^"^^^^l^^^' 

finci  simi" 

surely  true  of  man ;  but  on  the  other  hand  things  are  true  lariy  the 
of  all  men  that  are  not  true  of  all  animals.     Hence  we  find  whSrLlds 
that  the  science  corresponding  to  the  different  classes  of  tl^ey  are. 
objects  deals  with  more  and  more  universal  characteristics 
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or  qualities  as  we  go  down  the  scale  from  sociology  to 

physics,  and  in  our  list  chemistry  and  physics  deal  with 

the  most  universal. 

Ill  short,  Let  us  next  proceed  to  determine  what  these  most  uni- 

naturai         vei*sal  and  the  absolutely  universal  qualities  are.     First 

sciences  .        ''  '■ 

•iiiTer  in  the  let  US  ask  the  chemist.  He  tells  us  there  are  two  great 
siiit  "^of  th  classes  of  material  objects  to  one  of  which  his  laws  apply, 
character-  wliereas  for  the  other  there  is  no  chemistry;  namely, 
point  out^  there  are  those  objects  that  have  weight  and  the  properties 
and  inter-  called  chemical  affinity.  Of  all  ponderable  bodies  the 
thfn^'s'  chemist  asks  of  what  do  they  consist.     He  has  found  in 

reply  to  his  question  that  any  body  may  be  divided  and 
divided  until  we  come  to  a  point  where  further  division 
in  any  body  whatsoever  changes  its  composition.  These 
ultimate  forms  he  calls  molecules.  Thus  there  is  a  mole- 
cule of  water,  of  salt,  of  air,  of  glass,  of  cooking  soda,  and 
so  on  indefinitely.  His  division  has  not  reached  a  point 
where  water  has  ceased  to  be  water,  or  salt,  salt.  But  in 
the  vast  number  of  bodies  composing  the  air,  or  the  crust 
of  the  earth  and  their  inhabitants,  the  division  can  be  car- 
ried farther.  Water  can  be  divided  until  it  ceases  to  be 
water,  salt,  also,  until  it  ceases  to  be  salt,  and  so  on  in- 
definitely. As  a  result  of  this  further  division  the  chem- 
ist has  found  that  all  ponderable  bodies  with  which  he  is 
acquainted  consist  of  yet  minuter  bodies  that  have  resisted 
every  attempt  at  any  further  division.  These  bodies  have, 
accordingly,  been  called  atoms.  But  these  atoms  differ 
greatly  in  their  properties  or  characteristics  or  qualities, 
and  it  has  been  found  that  we  have  about  seventy  different 
kinds  of  atoms,  or  chemical  elements.  In  this  way  the 
chemist  is  enabled  to  look  upon  all  ponderable  bodies  as 
made  up  of  bodies  called  chemical  atoms;  and  therefore 
the  general  laws  of  chemistry  can  be  applied  to  all  such 
bodies.  As  a  result,  we  are  told  that  all  ponderable 
bodies  have  certain  properties,  or  characteristics ;  and 
therefore  these  characteristics  are  universal  within  the 
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class.  No  matter  how  such  a  ponderable  body  may  change, 
certain  ultimate  truths  or  chemical  laws  will  hold  con- 
cerning it^  in  short,  it  will,  as  far  as  our  ability  to 
change  it  goes,  retain  forever  certain  chemical  properties. 
But  our  analysis  of  nature  does  not  end  with  chem- 
istry. One  element  differs  from  another,  and  some  things, 
such  as  the  imponderable  bodies,  are  not  even  elements. 
Then,  too,  it  may  be  that  the  chemical  atoms  are  composed 
of  simpler  bodies  yet.  If  this  be  so,  we  must  say  that  the 
chemical  properties  of  any  given  atom  are  not  necessarily  The  most 
absolutely  permanent  and  are  not  universally  found,  ^^^^^^^^^ai 
Therefore  can  we  not  go  farther  and  make  an  analysis  of  natural 
bodies  where  we  shall  have  properties  that  every  body  in  piJysl^cs^  ^^ 
the  whole  universe  must  be  supposed  to  possess,  and  thus 
properties  that  can  never  be  different,  no  matter  what 
change  takes  place  to  alter  the  given  body  in  other  respects  ? 
The  science  of  physics  tells  us  what  these  properties  are. 
Every  body  must  have  extension,  it  must  occupy  some  space. 
It  is  impenetrable,  that  is,  two  bodies  cannot  occupy  abso- 
lutely the  same  space.  Every  body  occupies  at  any  given 
instant  a  definite  position  in  space,  or  is  in  the  act  of 
passing  from  one  position  to  another.  In  short,  every  body 
is,  or  can  be,  a  moving  body.  If  a  body  moves,  it  never 
ceases  to  move  at  the  same  rate  of  speed  and  in  the  same 
direction,  unless  it  transfers  its  motion  to  other  bodies,  or, 
in  other  words,  unless  they  alter  its  motion  or  its  direction 
and  have  theirs  in  turn  altered  by  it.  Thus,  upon  analysis, 
the  world  of  nature  is  composed  of  a  great  expanse,  called 
space,  within  which  are  an  indefinite  number  of  bodies 
having  extension,  and  each  its  own  peculiar  location,  and 
within  which  these  bodies  move  or  change  their  relative 
position.  Consequently,  every  body  has  extension  and 
impenetrability  and  location  or  motion  from  place  to  place. 
Here  we  then  have  the  highest  class  in  the  hierarchy,  a 
class  having  so  few  and  so  universal  characteristics  that 
all  nature's  objects  whatsoever  may  be  brought  under  it. 


CHAPTER   IV 


THE  PKIMARY  AND   SECONDARY  QUALITIES^ 


I.  The  Pri- 
mary and 
Secondary 
Qualities. 


The  former 
are  said  to 
be  objec- 
tively real, 
but  the 
latter  are 
only  sub- 
jective. 


The  argu- 
ment that 
color  is 
subjective. 


At  this  point  of  our  discussion  we  come  upon  a  view 
that  has  been  widely  held,  formerly  among  philosophers 
and  now  among  natural  scientists.  These  universal 
characteristics  belonging  to  all  objects  of  nature  are 
separated  from  the  others,  or  non-universal  character- 
istics. The  former,  or  physical  ones,  are  called  the 
primary  qualities,  whereas  the  others  are  called  second- 
ar}'.  But  many  thinkers  do  not  stop  merely  at  this  dis- 
tinction. There  is  a  difference  in  the  reality  itself  of 
the  two  classes  of  qualities.  The  primary  qualities  are 
regarded  as  really  existing  in,  or  belonging  to,  bodies; 
whereas  the  secondary  qualities  only  appear  to  exist  in 
the  bodies,  but  are  really  only  the  way  in  which  our  mind 
pictures  them.  Let  us  examine  and  describe  this  view  at 
greater  length. 

The  objects  of  nature  generally  have  color,  and  if  of 
sufficient  size  are  seen  by  us.  But  does  this  color  really 
exist  as  their  property?  We  receive  the  answer,  No. 
For  instance,  take  the  apple  we  hold  in  our  hand.  In  the 
first  place,  the  real  object  is  composed  of  particles  or  mole- 
cules.    Secondly,  the  ether  is  set  into  vibration  by  the 

^  Historical  Xote. 

The  division  of  qualities  into  primary  and  secondary  goes  back  to  the 
Greek  Atomists.  It  was  adopted  in  Modern  Philosophy  especially  by 
Des  Cartes  in  whose  metaphysics  it  plays  a  very  important  part.  Fol- 
lowing Des  Cartes,  John  Locke  adopted  it. 

Cf.  especially  Sir  William  Hamilton,  Lectures  on  Metaphysics,  Vol.  II, 
p.  108  ff.,  for  history  of  distinction,  and  Baldwin's  Dictionary  of  Phi- 
losophy and  Psychology. 
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sun,  and  these  vibrations  are  passed  on  through  the  space 
between  the  earth  and  the  sun,  and  are  finally,  in  part, 
conveyed  to  the  surface  of  the  apple.  Here  two  things 
happen.  Some  of  the  vibratory  motion  is  retained  l)y  the 
surface  of  the  apple,  or  the  molecules,  and  some  is  thrown 
back,  or  reflected.  These  reflected  vibrations,  or  waves,  in 
the  ether  pass  to  the  retina,  in  the  back  of  the  eyes.  Here 
a  chemical  decomposition  is  caused  by  them,  and  the  par- 
ticles in  our  optic  nerve  are  set  into  motion.  This  motion 
passes  to  the  back  of  our  brain,  and  there  other  motions 
are  caused  by  it.  Then  we  see  the  red  apple.  But  in  the 
world  without  our  minds,  the  real  apple  is  not  red.  It  is 
only  a  body  that  reflects  vibrations  of  a  given  form  and 
rapidity.  Now  what  is  true  of  our  apple  is  true  of  all 
colored  objects.  Their  color  is  the  effect  of  their  motions 
upon  our  mind.  What  really  exists  in  the  woi'ld  without 
is  not  the  color,  but  the  moving  body  or  bodies.  To  show 
this  still  more  clearly.  As  the  sun  goes  down  and  the 
light  in  our  room  grows  less,  the  colors  of  objects  change. 
But  how  can  this  be,  if,  to  take  an  instance,  our  red  table- 
cover  be  really  red?  It  cannot  be  red  in  the  darkness  as 
it  is  in  the  light.  But  why  not?  All  we  can  say  is,  its 
particles  have  altered  the  character  of  their  motions,  and 
therefore  do  not  stimulate  our  organs  of  sight  in  the  same 
way  as  they  did  when  the  sun  shone  into  our  room.  Again, 
here  is  a  man  that  is  color-blind.  We  can  put  before  him 
objects  that  are  differently  colored,  and  he  fails  to  dis- 
tinguish this  difference  and  maintains  that  he  sees  the 
same  color  in  each  case.  How  are  we  to  explain  this? 
The  objects  are,  and  must  be,  either  alike  or  unlike.  The 
discrepancy  must  be  in  the  observers,  and  perhaps  entirely 
within  their  retinas.  Therefore  the  color  seen  depends 
not  upon  the  object,  but  upon  the  nervous  system.  Thus, 
the  color  is  not  a  part  of  the  object,  but  consists  only  of 
those  activities  that  form  the  means  of  stimulating  our 
organ  of  vision. 
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Tlie  argu- 
ment 

that  Sound 
is  only 
subjective, 
and  likewise 
the  other 
secondary 
qualities. 


II.  Criticism 
of  this 
doctrine  of 
the  reality 
of  qualities. 


Likewise  regarding  sound.  It  is  not  a  real  sound  with- 
out our  minds,  in  the  workl  about  us,  that  makes  us 
hear,  hut  the  vibration  of  the  air  that  beats  upon  the  drum 
of  our  ears.  A  man's  voice  does  not  travel  over  the  tele- 
phone wire.  What  does?  Electric  currents.  By  means 
of  an  electric  magnet  these  cause  the  diaphragm  in 
the  receiver  which  we  hold  to  our  ears  to  vibrate  just  as 
does  the  diaphragm  of  the  instrument  into  which  our 
friend  speaks.  Hence  the  vibrations  of  air  set  into  ex- 
istence by  the  vibrating  diaphragm  of  the  receiver  are 
very  much  the  same  as  those  that  would  strike  against 
the  drum  of  our  ears  were  our  friend  talking  to  us  in  the 
same  room.  The  sound  we  hear  is  therefore  not  a  picture 
of  the  changes  or  events  without  our  minds,  but  is  only 
caused  by  them.  The  sound  exists  within  our  minds, 
without  is  the  vibrating  air.  So  likewise  with  heat  and 
all  other  secondary  qualities :  they  are  seen  or  felt  by  us 
because  the  objects  about  us  are  constantly  causing, 
directly  or  indirectly,  activities,  that  is  motions,  in  our 
nervous  system.  Therefore  these  secondary  qualities  are 
mental,  or  subjective;  whereas  the  primary  qualities,  the 
motions  and  extension  of  the  bodies,  form  the  real  world 
of  nature,  or  the  objective  world.  The  secondary  are 
merely  mental  states  that  exist  in  our  mind  as  we  perceive 
the  objects  about  us,  and  therefore  have  no  existence  apart 
from  the  perceiving  mind.  The  others  are  truly  present 
in  the  objects  themselves  entirely  apart  from  our  percep- 
tion of  those  objects.  Were  there  no  perceiving  minds 
sound  would  not  exist.  What  would  exist  would  be  the 
vibrations  of  the  air  that  give  rise  to  our  sensations  of 
sound.  Likewise  there  would  be  no  light,  but  onl}^  the 
vibrations  of  an  imponderable  medium  that  now  give  rise 
to  the  stimulation  of  our  optic  nerve. 

Can  we,  as  critical  students  of  the  fundamental  tenets 
of  science,  accept  this  doctrine  of  qualities  without  modifi- 
cation?    Let  us  try  to  determine  the  facts,  and  thereby 
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to  see  whether  the  general  doctrine  be  a  just  interpreta-  i.  What  are 
tion  of  those  facts,  or  whether  the  doctrine,  true  in  part,   !^^^''/^^„*'!, . 

,  ^  back  of  tins 

has  not  been  made  false  by  a  misunderstanding  of  its  real  doctrine  ? 
meaning.  Surely  no  one  of  truly  scientific  spirit  would 
nowadays  maintain  that  any  a  priori  constructions  of  our 
intellect  could,  entirely  apart  from  experience,  justify 
such  a  doctrine.  In  short,  no  one  will  deny  our  assertion 
that  such  a  theory  must  go  back  to  some  facts  of  experi- 
ence to  justify  itself.  Nor  will  he  deny  that  tliese  facts 
are  revealed  to  us  through  our  organs  of  sense.  In  other 
words,  the  man  that  maintains  the  subjective  existence 
alone  of  the  secondary  qualities  must  have  had  some  sense- 
experience  that  he  regards  as  proof  of  his  position.  There- 
fore we,  as  critics,  must  find  those  facts  which  lie  at  the 
basis  of  this  whole  doctrine,  for  they  and  they  alone  must 
be  the  key  to  the  criticism  of  the  theory. 

First,  then,  what  are  those  facts  given  us  in  every  day's  They  show 
experience  that  at  once  mark  off  the  one  set  of  qualities  gnceln  the^' 
from  the  other,  and  thus  constitute  the  basis  of  our  doc-  permanence 
trine?     The  answer  to  this  question  has  been  given  in  a  saiitv'oJ^he 

general  way  already.     It  is  the  truth  that  some  qualities,   t^o  classes 
1  ,      ■    ,.  p  ,1  •  .  of  qualities. 

or   characteristics,    oi   a   thing   are    more    permanent    or 

universal  than  are  others.  In  other  words,  a  most  in- 
teresting fallacy  is  here  made  by  those  who  believe  that 
the  secondary  qualities  do  not  exist  objectively.  They 
have  mistaken  "exceptional  existence"  for  "subjective 
existence,"    and    "constant    existence"    for    "objective  The  Proof 

existence."     So  much  for  a  brief  statement  of  our  results.   °f*^'^ 

statement. 

Let  US  see  whence  we  get  them. 

If  we  wanted  to  make  a  study  of  dogs,  we  should  of  in  science 
course  try  to  get  a  large  number  of  specimens  of  that  spe-  ^^^luoVor 
cies,  and  examine  each  carefully.     Yet,  on  the  other  hand,   general,  and 
who  of  us  would  go  as  far  as  to  say  that  we  should  see  |fdi*vidua^i 
every  dog  on  the  face  of  the  earth  and  examine  each  care-  or  peculiar, 
fully?     For  some  reason  or  other,  there  would  be  such 
a  thing  as  wasting  our  time  by  going  too  far  in  hunting 
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for  specimens,  just  as  there  Avould  be  a  liability  to  error 
in  not  seeing  enough  specimens.  After  a  moment's  medi- 
tation it  will  be  evident  that  our  reasoning  would  be  some- 
thing like  the  following.  All  dogs  are  so  much  alike  that 
if  we  examine  some  representative  specimens  of  every  type 
or  breed  we  shall  have  ample  material  for  our  study.  Dogs 
are  sufiiciently  alike  to  allow  us  to  let  a  comparative 
few  represent  for  us  all  the  dogs  on  the  face  of  the  earth. 
A  thousand  would  serve  our  purpose  as  well  and  probably 
far  better  than  a  million,  and  even  this  thousand  we  might 
be  disposed  to  regard  as  too  many.  But  right  here  mark 
well:  we  did  not  say  dogs  are  alike,  but  sufficiently  alike. 
"What  does  that  word  "sufficiently  "  mean  ?  It  means  that 
we  might  affirm  that  no  tw^o  dogs  in  the  whole  world  are 
really  alike.  Each  dog  may  have  his  own  peculiarities ; 
but  we  do  not  care  about  these.  We  care  only  about  those 
characteristics  that  are  more  or  less  common  to  the  dogs 
of  any  one  breed,  or,  again,  to  dogs  in  general.  The  pecu- 
liarities of  the  individual  dog  we  neglect;  Avhereas  the 
common  qualities  that  any  good  specimen  will  have,  these 
we  seek  to  know.  In  short,  any  few  good  specimens  of  a 
breed  give  us  the  characteristics  not  of  every  dog  in  that 
breed,  but  the  characteristics  in  which  we  are  interested, 
namely,  the  common  characteristics.  Just  think  what  a 
state  of  affairs  it  would  be  if  a  botanist  who  wanted  to 
study  the  grasses  were  obliged  to  examine  carefully  every 
blade  in  every  grass  plot  or  lawn  on  the  face  of  the  earth. 
Or  if  a  writer  about  the  American  people  had  to  become 
the  intimate  friend  of  every  man,  woman,  and  child  in  our 
broad  land.  At  once  it  becomes  evident  that  no  matter 
where  we  turn,  the  scientist  is  interested  not  so  much  in 
the  peculiarities  of  the  individual  as  in  the  characteristics 
alike  in  many  individuals. 

Here  at  once  we  may  divide  the  qualities  of  anything 
into  two  classes :  those  that  are  common  to  the  class,  and 
those  that  are  peculiar  to  the  individual.     If  we  do  this, 
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what  becomes  at  once  evident  about  the  frequency  with 
which  we  meet  the  qualities?  Why,  of  course,  the  com- 
mon qualities  are  found  in  every  specimen  of  the  class 
with  which  we  come  into  contact;  whereas  the  peculiar 
qualities  are  seldom  met  with,  and,  in  fact,  most  of  them 
are  never  noticed  or  seen  by  even  the  best  student  of  the 
dog,  of  the  grasses,  or  of  any  other  class  of  things.  Thus 
the  common  qualities  are  the  frequent,  or  permanent, 
qualities,  whereas  the  peculiar  qualities  are  the  infre- 
quent, or  variable,  qualities.  This,  of  course,  does  not 
mean  necessarily  that  our  dog  Jack  has  his  peculiar  char- 
acteristics constantly  changing.  But  it  means  that  as  we 
study  dogs,  going  from  one  to  the  other,  the  peculiar 
qualities  keep  changing  and  the  common  qualities  are  met 
constantly,  or  are  permanent.  Of  course  we  could  take 
away  from  Jack  some  fairly  permanent  quality.  We 
could  cut  off  his  tail.  But,  clearly,  permanent  in  this 
sense  we  do  not  mean.  Rather  we  mean  permanent  in  the 
sense  of  universal. 

Now  what  has  all  this  to  do  with  primary  and  secondary 
qualities  ?  Why,  just  this.  Some  characteristics  are  com- 
mon to  everything  in  the  whole  realm  of  nature,  whereas 
most  qualities  are  variable,  and  some  seem  variable  indefi- 
nitely. The  universal,  or  permanent,  qualities  are  the 
primary  ones,  and  the  variable,  or  peculiar,  qualities  are 
the  secondary  ones. 

Here  before  us  lies  an  apple.  It  is  red  as  I  now  look  at 
it.  If  I  put  a  blue  glass  in  between,  it  is  blue.  If  the 
room  gets  dark  the  red  loses  its  saturation,  or  ceases  to  be 
a  tinted  color,  and  becomes  gray.  Finally,  the  room 
may  be  so  dark  that  I  cannot  see  the  apple  at  all.  How- 
ever, I  can  stretch  out  my  hand  to  take  hold  of  the  apple 
and  thus  recognize  it  perfectly  as  the  very  apple  I  had 
seen  a  few  moments  or  hours  ago.  Now  it  has  no  color, 
as  far  as  my  senses  inform  me,  but  it  has  bulk,  or  exten- 
sion.    It  occupies  space.     Had  this  characteristic  gone 
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away  the  apple  would  have  seemed  to  pass  away  too,  j-es, 
to  have  been  auuihilatod.  Again,  two  men  walk  into  a 
room;  the  one  has  a  chill  but  the  other  is  healthy  and  has 
just  come  from  the  cold  air  out  of  doors.  To  the  one  the 
room  seems  cold,  to  the  other,  hot.  From  one  point  of 
view  each  man  is  right.  The  room  is  cold  and  the  room 
is  hot.  But  each  statement  is  peculiar,  not  general. 
Neither  represents  a  characteristic  permanently  true  of 
the  room. 

Now,  as  we  go  up  and  down  the  world,  what  are  those 
characteristics,  or  properties,  of  things  that  are  ever  found, 
that  never  vary,  in  the  sense  of  never  being  absent?  At 
once  we  must  say:  Everything  in  the  whole  realm  of 
nature  must  occupy  space,  must  be  extended.  It  must 
have  length,  breadth,  and  thickness.  It  must  be  impene- 
trable, in  the  sense  that  did  another  thing  occupy  abso- 
lutely the  same  space  that  it  did,  it  would  no  longer  exist; 
it  would  have  been  annihilated.  The  color  may  change 
and  even  cease  to  be  apparent.  The  heat  might  go  or 
come.  The  apple  might  taste  bad  or  good.  The  flower 
misfht  smell  fraefrant  or  not  so.  The  noise  miofht  rise  or 
fall  or  disappear.  However,  in  any  case  every  object, 
large  or  small,  moving  or  stationary,  colored  or  not  colored, 
would  and  must  have  extension.  Thus,  as  we  examine 
objects  of  the  same  class  we  find  a  variation  in  some  quali- 
ties and  a  permanency  in  others ;  and  as  we  examine  all 
things  in  nature,  w^e  find  certain  characteristics,  namely, 
extension  or  occupying  space,  ever  present,  and  all  other 
qualities  varying.  There  is  still  another  truth  that  ex- 
perience finds  holding  ever  of  the  things  of  nature.  It  is 
that  every  extended  thing  must  be  somewhere,  namely, 
have  a  position  relative  to  other  things.  It  must  be  above 
them  or  below  them,  to  the  right  or  left,  and  so  on.  And 
this  relation,  called  position,  is  ever  liable  to  change. 
Now  change  of  position  is  motion.  Hence  we  get  a  uni- 
versal permanent  truth  holding  of  material  things,  they 
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move  or  are  liable  to  move.  Thus  we  may  sum  up  the 
most  general  characteristics  of  nature  in  the  two  words 
"extension  "  and  "motion." 

But,  with  these  facts  before  us,  what  are  we  to  say  about  2.  These 
the  doctrine  that  the  world  external  to  mind  has  not  the  ^^<^*^s  do  not 

justify  the 

great  variety  of  qualities  that  are  called  secondary,  the  denial  of 

doctrine,  in  short,  that  these  are  purely  subjective,  or,  exist^^n^*' 

again,  merely  states  in  our  mind,  that  is,  merely  the  result  to  the 

of  impressions  given  to  our  brain  by  a  world  composed  of  q„a°i°tjgs^ 

moving  particles  of  matter,  but  not  forming  any  element  These 

of  that   matter?     Do  the  facts  justify  those   who   teach  reveakdto^ 

this  ?  °s  by  sense 

Clearly  the  facts  are  against  them.  They  are  against  ti"e  p^mary 
them  because  the  same  senses  that  reveal  to  us  the  extended  ^^^es. 
moving  things  reveal  to  us,  also,  the  colored  things,  and  so 
on,  and  because  the  only  difference  between  the  two  classes 
of  revealed  qualities  is  in  the  degree  of  permanence  and 
variation.  We  ask  them  by  what  right  do  they  identify 
a  permanent  quality  with  an  objectively  real  quality  and 
a  variable  quality  with  a  merely  subjectively  existing 
quality. 

But  they  will  make  this  reply:  Surely  you  do  not  mean 
to  say  that  the  sweet  taste  of  sugar  is  a  quality  of  the 
thing  sugar.  Surely  sugar  has  a  sweet  taste  only  when 
it  is  the  stimulus  of  certain  nerve  endings  in  our  tongue. 
Would  there  be  sweet-tasting  things  and  fragrant  things 
were  there  no  tongues  and  noses  in  the  world?  Surely 
things  smell  and  taste  only  when  affecting  our  mind,  that 
is,  coming  into  a  certain  definite  relation  to  it.  Yes,  we 
reply,  what  you  say  is  true  enough,  but  does  not  give  you 
the  right  to  draw  any  such  conclusions.  Things  do 
not  taste  sweet  to  us  unless  we  taste  them ;  things  do  not 
seem  fragrant  to  us  if  we  cannot  smell  them.  But  did 
this  wan-ant  us  in  denying  the  objective  existence  of  these 
qualities,  how  should  we  be  better  off  when  we  came  to 
the  primary  qualities  ?     Things  have  length,  breadth,  and 
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tlnekness  for  lis  only  as  we  see  or  touch  tliem.  Because 
Ave  have  to  make  use  of  our  organs  of  sense  before  we  can 
perceive  a  quality,  or  because  we  have  to  conform  to  the 
way  in  which  an  organ  can  alone  be  stimulated,  all  this 
proves  no  more  than  that  to  perceive  a  thing  our  organs 
of  sense  must  be  stimulated.  This  fact  militates  just  as 
strongly  against  primary  as  against  secondary  qualities. 
The  only  point  our  opponents  make  against  taste  and 
smell  is  their  lack  of  permanence,  their  variability  as  part 
of  the  content  revealed  to  our  minds  at  any  given  time: 
in  short,  that  the  requirements  of  our  organs  of  sense  are 
more  stringent  in  their  case  than  in  other  cases.  They 
are  tasting  and  smelling  objects  to  us  only  under  cir- 
cumstances occurring  comparatively  seldom.  Therefore 
their  argument  amounts  to  but  this :  The  instances 
when  sugar  tastes  sweet  are  indefinitely  few  in  number 
compared  with  the  host  of  instances  of  sugar  in  the  whole 
realm  of  nature ;  hence  sugar  is  really  not  sweet-tasting, 
but  only  causes,  under  definite  conditions,  a  mental  state 
in  us  called  sweet!  This  is  a  fallacy,  a  complete  non 
sequitur.  More  is  in  the  conclusion  than  the  premises 
warrant.  From  these  premises  we  can  only  draw  the 
conclusion,  sugar  as  revealed  to  us  is  seldom  actually 
sweet-tasting;  it  is  such  only  when  brought  into  contact 
with  the  tongue. 

But  there  is  another  criticism  of  our  opponent's  doctrine. 
How  absurd  to  say  that  these  objects  about  us  have  no 
other  quality  than  mere  extension.  Such  an  object  was 
surely  never  seen  or  perceived  by  any  child  of  man.  How 
can  our  opponent  picture  to  himself  any  such  object? 
Everything  we  do  imagine  in  visual  terms  must  have  color 
of  some  sort,  or  in  tactual  terms  must  have  more  than  mere 
extension :  it  must  have  hardness  or  softness,  smoothness 
or  roughness,  and  so  on.  Such  objects  would  not  even 
form  a  world  of  ghosts  to  us,  for  it  would  be  a  world  beyond 
any  power  of  our  minds  to  picture.     Surely  our  opponents 
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have  tried  to  construct  a  Avorld  out  of  sheer  abstractions. 
It  would  be  just  as  reasonable  to  say  the  world  is  composed 
of  an  infinite  number  of  geometrical  points  or  lines  or  any 
other  ghost  of  an  abstraction.  The  real  concrete  world, 
then,  is  a  world  not  of  ghosts  or  abstractions  or  of  primary 
qualities,  but  a  world  infinitely  rich  in  qualities.  One 
and  all  belong  to  that  world,  and  make  it  a  Avorld  of 
indefinite  variety. 

But  are  the  physical  sciences  not  right  in  making  the  ///•  The 
distinction  betAveen  the  two  classes  of  qualities,  and  are  ^canceto 
they  not  justified  in  disregarding  in  some  ways  the  sec-  science  of 
ondary  qualities ?     Yes,  is  our  answer  to  both  questions,    \ionlftween 
Let  us  consider  each  question  in  turn.  the  primary 

Perhaps  to  the  traveller  nothing  is  more  confusing  than  "^„  seconc 
the  strange  monetary  system  of  a  foreign  land.     At  first  qualities. 
it  is  always  necessary  for  him  to  convert  the  pounds  or 
shillings,  the  francs  or  the  marks  or  other  denominations, 
into  their  equivalent  in  the  familiar  mone}^  of  his  own 
land,   for  this  represents  his  standard  of  measurement. 
Or,  again,  how  confusing  it  is  to  us  that  use  the  Fahrenheit 
thermometer  and  are  not  familiar  with  the  Centigrade  to 
have  the  temperature  given  in  the  strange  terms,  or,  still 
again,  to  hear  of  centimetres,  litres,  or  grammes.     Our  first  i.  To  be 
impulse  is  always  to  convert  them  into  terms  of  familiar  *^omparabie, 

'■  ''  objects  must 

standards.     In  fact,  we  have  to  do  this  if  we  are  to  make  be  made 
comparisons  that  mean  anything  definite  to  us.     A  similar  "le^s.^m^^^ 
principle  in  arithmetic  has  to  be  learned  by  the  small  boy  class,  or  in 
at  school.     He  cannot  add  ten  chairs  and  three  tables,  nor  ariXm^etic 
can  he  subtract  five  apples   from  six  pears,  nor  can  he  commen- 
divide  into  an  even  number  of  wholes  eleven  potatoes  and 
seven  turnips  among  three  people.      He  is  told  that  he 
must  make  the  different  objects  truly  commensurate ;  that 
is,  calling  the  chairs  and  the  tables  each  a  piece  of  furni- 
ture he  can  add  ten  (chairs)  pieces  of  furniture  and  three 
(tables)  pieces  of  furniture. 

From  all  this  we  learn  the  following:  lesson.     To  make 
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iiritlimeticiil  or  geometrical  comparisons  we  must  make 
objects  commensurate.  Thus,  if  I  want  to  compare  a  ton 
of  coal  and  a  cord  of  wood  arithmetically  I  could  measure 
their  respective  bulk,  I  could  measure  their  weight,  or  I 
could  measure  the  respective  amounts  of  heat  each  might 
produce.  lUit  supposing  I  wanted  to  compare  a  cord  of 
wood,  a  ton  of  coal,  a  pound  of  dynamite,  a  boiler  full  of 
steam,  a  red-hot  cannon  ball,  a  waterfall,  a  wound-up 
weight,  the  spring  of  a  set  bear-trap.  Of  course  I  could 
try  to  measure  their  bulk,  but  no  doubt  the  reader  has 
noticed  a  more  satisfying  means  of  comparison.  We  can 
measure  the  amount  of  work  they  will  do,  or  their  poten- 
tial energy. 

But  supposing  that  we  wish  to  compare  not  merely  these 
few  things,  but  all  material  objects  and  their  changes ; 
we  then  find  that  the  ultimate  terms  of  comparison  are 
length  and  breadth  and  thickness,  or  extension,  for  the 
things  themselves ;  and  units  of  duration,  or  time  multi- 
plied by  distance,  for  measuring  their  changes. 

Notice,  all  changes  are  not  motions,  but  to  make  all 
changes  commensurable  we  have  to  reduce  each  to,  or  to 
associate  each  with,  an  appropriate  motion.  All  material 
things  are  not  in  the  totality  of  their  existence  mere  bulk 
or  extension.  They  have  vastly  more  in  the  way  of 
quality  than  this.  But  to  make  all  material  things  com- 
mensurate we  have  to  reduce  them  to  bulk  and  to  motion. 
Thus  it  is  that  we  have  to  reduce  nature  to  so  much  exten- 
sion and  motion  in  order  to  make  all  things  and  qualities 
arithmetically  comparable.  But  here  it  may  be  asked: 
Why  can  we  not  compare  all  things  and  their  qualities 
in  some  other  terms  than  common  arithmetical  units?  To 
this  we  can  reply  only  that  no  other  common  properties 
besides  bulk,  motion,  and  duration  can  be  found.  We  can- 
not choose  color,  for  though  it  be  true  that  all  visible  things 
have  color,  some  properties  are  invisible  and  are,  there- 
fore, incomparable  in  terms  of  color  with  visible  properties. 
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But,  again,  the  material  things  about  us  are  constantly 
changing,  and  how  are  we  to  make  their  "new  selves" 
comparable  with  their  "former  selves"?  Gunpowder 
exploded  is  something  more  than  the  few  remnants  of 
black  ashes ;  it  is  also  the  gas  set  free  and  expanding  in 
an  indefinite  number  of  directions.  How  are  we  to  com- 
pare the  non-exploded  with  the  exploded  gunpowder,  or 
how,  similarly,  the  water  with  the  hydrogen  and  oxygen 
gases  we  get  by  analyzing  the  water?  Clearly  we  cannot 
do  so  except  in  terms  of  some  common  property,  and  then 
a  system  of  arithmetical  units  will  be  at  least  theoretically 
possible.  In  short,  the  whole  tendency  to  divide  the 
qualities  into  primary  and  secondary  is  due  to  the  need 
of  having  a  better  system  of  comparison,  a  system  admit- 
ting, to  a  greater  and  greater  degree,  of  measurement. 
The  primary  qualities  universally  found  in  different  things 
and  in  things  changing  from  one  state  to  another  admit, 
theoretically,  and  often  practically,  of  arithmetical  com- 
parison throughout.  Such  comparison  would  be  impos- 
sible did  we  continue  to  deal  with  the  secondary  qualities. 
Hence  we  see  the  fallacy  of  those  who  maintain  that  the 
secondary  qualities  are  not  real.  They  practically  tell  us 
that  because  we  have  to  reduce  tables  and  chairs  to  pieces 
of  furniture  in  order  to  compare  them,  there  do  not  exist 
tables  and  chairs,  but  only  pieces  of  furniture. 

But  there   remains   another   very  important   problem.   2.  The 
What  ultimately  is  to  be  done  by  science  with  the  sec-  ^^^^^^  f^  ^^'^ 

.    .  .  •  T  1  secondary 

ondary  qualities  ?  For  exist  they  certainly  do,  and  there-  qualities. 
fore  cannot  be  ignored.  In  short,  if  science  is  to  fulfil 
its  ideal,  it  must  be  a  science  of  all  properties,  not  merely 
of  the  primary.  In  fact,  we  ask  ourselves  what  would 
form  the  ideal  science  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
present  problem. 

First,  we  have  a  fact  with  which  every  one  acquainted 
with  the  progress  and  tendencies  of  science  in  our  cen- 
tury must  be  familiar.     This  fact  is^  that  all  sciences  are 


significance. 
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The  move-     tending  toward  physics,  and  physics  attempts  "the  sys- 
mentofaii     tomatic  exiiosition  of  the  Phenomena  and  Properties  of 

the  special  '■  '■ 

sciences         ]Matter  and  Energy  in  so  far  as  these  phenomena  and  prop- 

toward  erties  can  be  stated  in  terms  of  definite  measurement." 

pnysics ; 

and  its  Largely,  in  the  words  of  Dr.  Daniell,  "Chemistry  is  but 

a  cohmy  of  facts  closely  related  to  one  another,  and  clas- 
sified by  us  on  principles  which  depend  almost  entirely  upon 
our  ignorance  of  the  fundamental  nature  of  the  relation 
between  those  apparently  different  Forms  of  Matter  which 
we  know  as  the  various  Chemical  Elements ;  and  the  con- 
snmmation  of  Chemistry,  a  full  and  accurate  knowledge 
of  the  inner  mechanism  of  all  chemical  reactions,  would 
probably  result  in  the  absorption  of  all  Chemistry  in  the 
wider  science  of  Molecular  Physics.  In  the  meantime 
the  fundamental  unity  of  the  two  nominally  distinct  sci- 
ences. Chemistry  and  Ph3'sics,  is  shown  by  the  extent  to 
which  they  overlap  one  another  in  the  field  of  Chemical 
Physics."  That  is,  as  Chemistry  advances  it  pushes  its 
way  toward  Ph3'sics  by  trying  to  reduce  chemical  phe- 
nomena to  phenomena  that  can  be  stated  in  terms  of 
definite  measurement. 

Likewise  Physiology,  or,  "in  a  wider  sense.  Biology,  is 
concerned  with  the  matter  and  the  energy  of  living  beings ; 
and  if  it  ever  come  to  attain  its  highest  ideal,  even  Biology 
must  thereupon  merge  in  Natural  Philosophy  {i.e.  phys- 
ics). Already  we  see  that  while  physiological  research  is 
steadily  conquering  the  unknown,  that  which  it  succeeds 
in  thoroughly  explaining  falls  out  of  its  grasp  and  comes 
to  form  a  part  of  ordinary  physical,  or,  it  may  in  the 
meantime  be,  of  ordinary  chemical  knowledge." 

We  would  here  add  a  like  truth  concerning  Psychology 
(a  truth  that  must  be  defended  later  on  and  not  here). 
The  tendency  in  psychology  is  toward  nervous  physiology. 
This  does  not  mean  that  mental  states  are  identified  with 
nervous  changes  or  molecular  disturbances  in  the  proto- 
plasm of   neurons.     But   for  some  reason,  good  or  bad 
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(and  we  think  good),  the  psychologist  feels  that  he  could 
explain  association,  memory,  and  the  content  of  percep- 
tions or  ideas  better  if  he  could  but  work  out  a  molecu- 
lar physics  of  the  brain  cells  and  axis-cylinder  processes. 
This  is  the  ideal  toward  which  he  strives.  The  same  may 
be  said  of  Sociology.  Thus  we  have  one  science  after 
another  pushing  its  way  toward  molecular  physics ;  and 
the  explanation  of  this  is  that  the  scientific  need  for  exact 
measurement  can  be  met  only  when  different  properties 
are  reduced  to  a  commensurate  property.  Now  the  ideal 
province  of  physics  is  just  to  interpret  the  world  of  nature 
as  far  as  it  consists  of  properties  and  phenomena  admitting 
of  definite  measurement.  In  short,  the  tendency  of  present- 
day  science  seems  to  inform  us  that  the  ideal  science  of 
society,  mind,  life,  and  chemical  phenomena,  would  be 
a  physics  of  them  all. 

The  justification  for  this  we  have  already  considered. 
All  these  phenomena  are  too  intimately  related,  as  any 
text-book  in  any  one  of  them  will  show,  for  us  to  at- 
tempt to  keep  them  apart  and  discuss  their  problems  as 
though  the  phenomena  of  society,  of  economics,  or  of 
chemistry  formed  a  little  world  by  themselves  and  could 
be  really  known  by  one  refusing  to  know  any  relation  be- 
tween them  and  the  larger  world  without.  No  part  of  the 
world,  then,  is  sufficient  unto  itself.  You  cannot  have  a 
highly  civilized,  densely  populated  community  on  an 
island  where  there  are  no  resources,  such  as  fertility  of 
soil,  mineral  wealth,  fishing  ground,  commercial  value 
of  locality,  or  industrial  value  of  some  form  of  stored-up 
energy,  such  as  coal  or  a  waterfall.  In  short,  society  in 
some  way  depends  upon  the  physical  and  chemical  char- 
acter of  the  habitat.  So,  likewise,  life  depends  upon 
food,  air,  water,  and  heat.  Mind  depends  on  a  nervous 
system  and  its  organization;  and  these  in  turn  depend  on 
food,  heredity,  and  so  on.  Heat  and  light  cause  chemical 
changes,  and  chemical  changes  cause  physical  changes. 
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From  beginning  to  end  the  things  of  nature,  their  changes 
and  their  properties,  are  interrehited.  Therefore  we  must 
find  some  ultimate  properties  in  terms  of  which  we  can 
compare  them  and  measure  them.  These  properties  are 
the  primary  ones,  and  to  the  primary  ones,  therefore, 
science  will  have  to  go.^ 

But  here  philosophy  cries  out,  "Beware."  No  amount 
of  convenience  will  ever  reduce  one  quality  to  another 
in  the  sense  of  identifying  two  things  that  are  different. 
To  identify  color  and  ether  vibrations,  to  call  a  sensation 
the  very  same  event  as  a  molecular  motion  in  a  brain,  is 
sheer  nonsense  and  naught  else.  In  short,  cries  the  phi- 
losopher, 3^ou  scientists  are  no  doubt  justified  in  making 
physics  in  part  your  ideal;  but  beware,  only  in  part. 
The  real  world  that  you  attempt  to  interpret  is  a  world 
infinitely  rich  in  qualities.  It  is  not  the  world  of  the 
primary  qualities,  but  the  world  of  both  primary  and 
secondary.  The  secondary  are  there ;  they  are  real,  and, 
as  such,  they  demand  an  interpretation. 

What  then  will  form  the  ideal  of  science  from  this  point 
of  view?  As  we  shall  see  later,  the  work  of  science 
and  all  knowledge  is  to  discover  the  laws  of  the  world; 
and  we  mean  by  laws  the  uniformities  of  coexistence  and 
sequence.  That  is,  science  is  called  upon  to  tell  us  under 
what  necessary  conditions,  or  circumstances,  any  given 
thing,  quality,  or  change  will  be  found  to  exist.  These 
conditions,  or  circumstances,  must  of  course  be  made  up 
of  other  things,  qualities,  or  changes ;  and,  further,  they 
must  either  precede  or  exist  along  with  the  thing,  quality, 
or  change  whose  law  we  seek.  Hence  the  answer  to 
science's  questions  would  be  to  tell  us  of  all  the  laws  of 
nature  or  all  the  uniformities  of  coexistence  and  sequence 

1  Without  trespassing  upon  the  field  of  physics,  this  seems  to  refute 
the  position  taken  by  the  so-called  "Energetik"  school  as  a  final  or 
ultimate  view.  But  the  conflict  between  the  two  positions  seems,  to  an 
outsider  at  least,  superficial  and  therefore  reconcilable. 
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in  nature.  Now,  even  if  science  had  succeeded  in  deter- 
mining all  the  uniformities  of  coexistence  and  sequence 
among  the  primary  qualities,  there  would  still  remain  a 
problem  ere  she  would  have  fulfilled  her  ideal.  She  must 
not  ignore  the  secondary  qualities,  but  must  then  find  the 
laws  of  uniformity  between  the  primary  qualities  as  such 
and  the  secondary  as  such. 

Perhaps  the  statement  will  be  clearer  if  we  give  an 
imaginary  example.  Supposing  our  information  to  be 
adequate  and  the  following  problem  to  be  given  us.  If 
we  mix  these  various  pigments  and  let  a  given  amount  of 
sunlight  fall  upon  them  for  a  thousand  hours,  what  will 
be  the  resulting  color?  First,  we  shall  have  to  ask  our- 
selves (of  course  our  hypothesis  of  adequate  information 
must  be  kept  in  view  throughout),  What  is  the  exact 
coexisting  state  of  affairs  among  the  primary  qualities,  or 
the  accompanying  purely  physical  circumstances?  These 
and  likewise  all  other  conditions  being  given  in  terms  of 
physics,  we  should  have  a  purely  mathematical  problem 
to  determine  the  result  in  physical  terms.  When  we 
have  gotten  this,  we  must  inquire,  What  secondary 
qualities,  or  color  would  be  the  result,  namely,  would 
coexist  with  precisely  these  physical  conditions.  Thus, 
in  an  ideal  state  of  science,  in  determining  the  law  of  rela- 
tion between  two  sets  of  secondary  qualities,  we  should 
first  determine  the  uniformities  of  coexistence  between 
each  set  and  their  physical  accompaniment,  and  then  de- 
termine the  law  obtaining  between  the  two  sets  of  physi- 
cal phenomena.  This  would  show  in  the  presence  of  what 
conditions,  namely,  secondary  qualities,  other  secondary 
qualities  would  make  their  appearance. 

In  short,  the  ideal  of  science  would  be  to  know  all  the 
uniformities  of  coexistence  and  sequence  between  physical 
phenomena  and  all  the  uniformities  of  coexistence  between 
physical  phenomena  and  secondary  qualities,  and  then  to 
be  able  to  calculate,  by  means  of  our  physical  knowledge, 
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the  uniformities  between  secondary  and  secondary.  The 
complete  tendency  of  science  is  not  merely  to  reduce 
all  secondary  qualities  to  primary  or  to  ph3'sicize  all 
science,  but  to  determine  sociological,  biological,  and 
chemical  laws  b}^  means  of  physical  laws.  An  ideally 
complete  physics  would  enable  us  to  calculate  the  future 
with  exactness.  Therefore,  could  we  but  determine  the 
uniformity  between  the  other  phenomena  and  the  physical, 
we  should  have  in  physics  a  means  of  calculating,  with 
like  exactness,  the  future  of  society,  of  our  bodily  states, 
and  of  chemical  changes.  The  ideal  of  science,  then,  is  to 
learn  completely  and  exactly  all  uniformities  of  coexist- 
ence and  sequence  between  all  phenomena ;  and  the  means 
to  do  so  is  an  ideally  perfect  physical  science  and  an 
ideally  perfect  knowledge  of  the  relations  between  X)hysi- 
cal  and  other  phenomena.  And  all  this  is  true  because 
physical  phenomena,  or  the  primary  qualities,  lend  them- 
selves directly  to  mathematical  calculation  as  the  second- 
ary qualities  do  not.  The  primary  are  commensurate  and 
the  secondary  are  not,  hence  our  result. 

Reducing  as  science  does  the  secondary  qualities  to 
primary,  and  picturing  the  world  as  a  world  of  primary 
qualities,  we  get  the  so-called  mechanical  theory  of  nature. 
The  mechanical  theory  we  may  sum  up  briefly  as  follows :  — 

The  fact  that  the  primary  qualities  are  constant  makes 
it  possible  to  reduce  all  their  changes  to  the  movement  of 
constants.  This  fact  has  enabled  science  to  apply  mathe- 
matics most  successfully  to  all  the  phenomena  of  the  phys- 
ical world.  There  has  thus  been  built  up  a  mechanical 
theory  of  matter  based  on  the  axiom  that  the  motion  and 
mass  of  the  universe  are  constant,  and  that  mass  under- 
going motion  obeys  the  law  of  inertia.  Moreover,  any 
given  mass  of  matter  is  of  course,  since  it  occupies  space, 
an  aggregate  of  smaller  masses  of  matter.  As  a  conse- 
quence, we  find  science  trying  to  determine  what  are  the 
ultimate  components  of  any  given  mass  of  matter.     This 
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ultimate  component  Avas  called  in  the  ancient  world  an 
atom,  or  indivisible  particle.  We  feel  that  in  spite  of 
our  inability  to  analyze  the  chemical  atom,  still,  theoreti- 
cally, it  is  composed  of  parts,  and  that  if  we  could  discover 
these  parts  we  should  be  able  to  reduce  the  present  sev- 
enty or  more  elements  to  a  smaller  number,  and  jDerhaps 
ultimately  reduce  them  to  one.  But  in  that  case  what 
would  become  of  those  characteristics  which  now  differ- 
entiate one  element  from  another?  The  answer  to  this 
question  is :  Just  as  the  qualities  of  the  object  revealed  to 
our  senses  are  reduced  to  the  activities  of  the  chemical 
atoms  or  to  the  vibrations  of  imponderable  bodies,  reflected 
by  these  atoms,  so  now  the  qualities  of  the  chemical  atom 
will  ultimately  be  reduced  to  different  arrangements  or 
motions  of  the  ultimate  atom.  Thus  we  would  jDicture 
a  world  composed  ultimately  of  one  type  of  matter;  and 
all  differences  of  quality  that  appear  to  exist  would  be 
reduced  to  motions  and  ai-rangements  of  this  ultimate 
entity.  In  this  way  nature  ceases  to  be  anything  but 
mass  and  motion,  and  therefore  a  system  all  of  whose 
changes  may  be  expressed  in  mathematical  terms.  And 
the  atom  of  chemistry  is  but  a  combination  of  ultimate 
physical  atoms.  Just  as  those  qualities  that  distinguish 
one  chemical  element  from  another  are  reduced  to  quanti- 
tative changes,  so  also,  when  we  come  to  distinguish  be- 
tween the  inorganic  and  the  organic  world  of  life,  are  the 
unlikenesses  that  science  finds  here,  reduced  in  like  man- 
ner to  differences  in  some  common  element.  In  this  way 
science  has  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  no  true 
gap  between  the  organic  and  the  inorganic  any  more  than 
there  is  a  gap  between  one  chemical  element  and  another; 
all  the  transformations  of  the  world  and  all  its  rich- 
ness in  qualities  are  reduced  to  quantitative  relations  in 
one  ultimate  form  of  matter.  Now,  since  there  is  ulti- 
mately but  one  form  of  matter  going  though  various  trans- 
formations, it  must  follow  that  all  changes  in  the  universe 
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are  \n\t  changes  in  these  transformations;  and  that  there- 
fore, however  coniplex  the  result  may  be,  or  may  seem 
to  be,  it  could  arise  wherever  the  given  transformations 
themselves  could  arise.  Life,  and  the  highest  forms  of 
life,  can  thus  be  conceived  merely  as  very  complicated 
forms  of  the  simpler  types  of  physical  manifestations  that 
we  find  all  about  us.  The  passage,  then,  from  star-dust 
to  the  brain  of  man  is  merely  a  change  in  the  arrangement 
of  particles  of  matter.  The  doctrine  of  evolution  made 
possible  by  this  view  has  in  truth  been  formulated.  In 
this  formulation  we  are  told  that  the  cosmic  dust  has 
become  integrated,  and  in  so  doing  has  undergone  a 
rearrangement  of  its  parts.  Thus  have  arisen  our  solar 
system,  the  transformations  in  the  surface  of  the  earth. 
Thus  have  arisen  the  vegetable  and  animal  worlds.  Thus 
has  arisen  the  complicated  nervous  structure  of  the  higher 
vertebrates,  including  man.  Thus  too  have  arisen  the 
phenomena  we  call  social.  All  these  changes  are  but 
the  rearrangement  of  particles,  and  all  follow  a  general 
law  by  which  the  objects  whose  changes  they  are  become 
more  complicated  in  structure,  grow  old,  and,  in  a  process 
of  dissolution,  lose  their  complicated  structure,  and  so 
pass  aw^ay. 

We  have  now  before  us  a  general  picture  of  the  world 
of  nature  as  portraj'ed  by  science.  A  great  mass  of  quali- 
ties are  set  aside  by  science  because  of  their  non-perma- 
nent character,  and  the  permanent  characteristics  are 
identified  with  the  changes  of  fundamental  entities.  So 
the  world  is  composed  of  substances  undergoing  an  infini- 
tude of  changes,  but  throughout  these  changes  retaining 
certain  permanent  characteristics.  This  world  exists  in 
a  boundless  space  and  extends  backward  and  forward 
through  the  course  of  infinite  time. 


CHAPTER   V 

THINGS   AND   THEIR   QUALITIES:    SUBSTANCE  ^ 

Thus  far  we  have  been  talking  of  qualities,  and  have 
said  very  little  of  the  things  that  have  the  qualities,  or 
in  which  the  qualities  inhere.  Yet  it  is  a  very  serious 
and  difficult  metaphysical  problem  to  answer  precisely 
these  questions.  What  is  meant  by  a  thing  and  its  qualities  ? 
and  what  is  the  relation  between  the  two  ?  However,  we 
need  not  concern  ourselves  at  this  point  with  the  problem 
more  than  superficially,  for  we  shall  fulfil  the  needs  of 
our  present  discussion  by  talking  of  things  and  qualities 
just  as  we  are  accustomed  to  talk  of  them  in  everyday  life. 

The  world  of  nature  is  made  up  of  things,  and  each  The  world 
thing  has  an  indefinite  number  of  qualities  and  may  be  ^y'^*^^"^ 
studied  from  so  very  many  points  of  view  that  to  explore  and  to  be  a 
Cto  use   a   more   inclusive   term)   all    its  characteristics   ti^J^g^eans 

^  ...  to  lead,  to 

seems  an   endless   task.      Sometimes    it   gives   us   some  some  extent 
trouble  to  determine  iust  what  is  required  to  make  a  thingf  a*  least,  an 

•*  i  _       o    indepen- 

a  thing ;  and  often  no  doubt  the  use  of  the  term  '  thing '  dent  exist- 
varies  in  many  ways.  In  general,  we  may  say  that  a  ^°^®' 
thing  is  some  being,  or  reality,  that  can  be  separated 
from  others  and  considered  by  itself.  The  word  seems 
to  imply  a  sort  of  independence.  As  we  look  out  of  our 
window  we  see  the  trees,  the  houses,  the  horses,  the  men, 
the  stones,  the  fences;  and  we  call  them  things.  Evi- 
dently a  house  or  a  horse,  a  man  or  a  stone,  is  a  thing 
because  there  is  present  a  certain  cohesion  of  parts  or 

1  The  topic  of  this  chapter  will  be  considered  more  critically  in  a 
later  chapter  (XXV).  In  this  chapter  we  keep  very  close  to  the  popular 
view  of  nature. 
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because  we  can  change  its  location  without  seriously 
altering  either  it  or  any  of  the  surrounding  things.  They 
stand  out  so  distinctly  from  the  remainder  of  what  we  see, 
they  are  so  independent.  But  when  we  turn  our  attention 
elsewhere,  the  difficulty  of  determining  whether  something 
is  a  thing  or  not  increases.  As  we  look  from  our  window 
the  lawn  is  a  thing  by  itself,  but  somehow  it  is  harder  to 
call  each  blade  of  grass  a  thing.  From  a  distance  we 
are  rather  liable  to  regard  the  whole  grass  plot  as  the 
thing  and  each  blade  as  only  a  part.  Still,  if  we  plucked 
a  blade  we  should  surely  look  on  it  as  a  thing  all  by  itself. 
To  take  another  example,  we  can  hardly  separate  a  puddle 
of  water  except  in  thought  from  its  surroundings.  But 
still  the  fact  that  we  can  do  so,  justifies  us  in  calling  it  a 
thing.  Yet  why  stop  here?  It  is  composed  of  thousands 
and  thousands  of  drops  of  water  that  fell  as  rain  upon  the 
ground  at  that  point,  or  near  b}'.  Such  drops  of  water 
we  can  now  take  from  the  puddle,  and  each  looked  at  and 
considered  by  itself  seems  to  have  just  as  much  right  to 
be  called  a  thing  as  the  puddle  did.  Yet,  again,  why 
stop  here?  We  might  analyze  the  water  chemically;  and 
we  are  told  the  result  would  be  a  large  number  of  so- 
called  atoms  of  hydrogen  and  oxygen  in  the  form  of  two 
gases.  But  is  not  each  of  these  atoms  a  thing,  if  we 
consider  it  all  by  itself?  We  have  to  answer.  Yes. 
Thus  we  come  to  a  conclusion  something  like  this. 
We  are  at  liberty  to  divide  up  the  world  in  all  sorts  of 
ways  and  consider  each  part  a  thing  by  itself  if  that  part 
be  of  sufficient  imj)ortance  to  be  made  by  itself  the  object 
of  our  thought  or  attention. 

But  what  is  it  that  gives  the  thing  its  independence  or 
that  enables  our  minds  to  consider  it  by  itself?  Clearly 
it  must  be  the  fact  that  we  can  distinguish  the  thing  in 
some  way  from  other  things.  This  we  can  do  by  finding 
some  difference  between  it  and  them  in  quality.  Or 
we  might  employ  their  difference  in  location  either  in 
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space  or  in  time.     Thus,  I  may  have  on  a  table  two  billiard  other 
balls  exactly  alike,  as  far  as  my  eyes  tell  me;  but  I  can  through  its 
easily  distinguish  them  by  their  positions  on  the  table,   qualities, 
You  might  mix  them  up  when  I  am  not  looking  so  that  I  temporal""^ 
could  not  tell  Ball  A  from  Ball  B.     But  even  in  this  case  existence. 
I  should  at  once  make  a  new  distinction  on  the  basis  of 
their  new  positions,    and  should  not  for   a  moment  be 
in  doubt  whether  to  call  them  two  things  or  not.     Like- 
wise we  may  distinguish  between  two  things  by  their 
location  in  time.     Are  the  leaves  now  on  the  trees  the 
same  as  those  there  last  year?     Clearly  not,  even  though 
I   can  distinguish  them   only   in   time.     The   fact   that 
there  were  leaves  last  year,  the  fact  that  all  those  leaves 
fell  off  the  tree  in  the  autumn  and  remained  off  during 
the  winter,  and,  finally,  the  fact  that  these  new  leaves 
started  first  as  buds  and  gradually  grew  and  expanded 
into  leaves,  these  facts  justify  us  in  distinguishing  the 
leaf  of  to-day  as  a  thing  by  itself  distinct  from  the  leaf 
of  last  year.     Thus  we  distinguish  things  by  their  quali- 
ties, place,  or  time;  and  we  find  in  this  distinction  the 
proof  of  their  independent  existence.     It  is  in  this  way 
we  can  regard  each  by  itself,  making  each  a  distinct  object 
of  our  thought. 

Still  all  this  does  not  quite  satisfy  us.     The  thing  is  Yet  there  is 
more  than  the  mere  qualities,  it  is  more  than  mere  loca-  j^^Jy^fj 
tion  in  time  and  space.     It  is,  besides  all  this,  in  a  pecul-  possessed  by 
iar  sense  the  possessor  of  the  qualities.     They  belong  to  xhev"are^ 
it,  they  inhere  in  it.     Apart  from  it  they  could  not  have  substantial. 
any  being.     Who  ever  saw  the  red  color  run  away  from 
the  flag  and  exist  merely  as  a  quality  all  by  itself?     Color 
is  always  a  quality  of  a  thing,  and  is  itself  never  a  thing. 
Heat  likewise,  so  also  length  and  duration.     The  thing  is 
long,  or  the  thing  lasts  long.     The  thing  moves.     Who 
ever  saw  a  motion  that  was  not  the  motion  of  a  thing  ? 

So  we  cannot  say  that  the  thing  is  exhausted  when 
we  tell  its  qualities  and  relations;  there  is  some  other 
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their  quali- 
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clearly- 
implied  in 
the 

chemical 
composition 
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does  this 
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us? 
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as  the 
determiner 
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analysis  to 
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universal 
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nature,  i.e. 
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element  in  it,  to  make  it  what  it  is.  This  other  element 
is  substance.  Every  thing  is  a  substance  and  it  has  the 
qualities  it  does  have  because  it  is  just  the  very  nature 
of  that  particuhir  substance  under  those  particular  cir- 
cumstances to  have  just  those  qualities.  Thus  we  ask  of 
what  substance  the  house  yonder  is  made.  We  get  the 
answer,  Avood  or  brick  or  stone,  and  at  once  attribute  to 
the  house  certain  qualities  belonging  to  such  a  substance. 
So  likewise  if  we  ask  of  what  substance  is  this  ring.  It 
may  be  brass,  gold,  silver,  iron,  or  what  not;  and  it  will 
have  qualities  accordingly.  In  fact,  a  better  way  of 
expressing  ourselves  would  be  to  say,  that  it  is  only  by 
a  study  of  the  qualities  of  a  thing  that  we  determine  its 
substance  or  substances;  and,  in  a  rough  way,  we  mean 
by  the  substance  that  which,  figuratively  speaking,  lies 
back  of  the  qualities,  that  in  which  they  exist,  or,  better, 
that  which  gives  them  their  existence,  that  without  which 
they  would  not  be. 

As  has  been  already  stated,  the  realm  of  ponderable 
nature  has  been  found  by  chemistry  to  be  made  up  of  about 
seventy  distinct  chemical  substances,  or  elements.  As  a 
consequence,  all  things  have  the  qualities  they  have 
because  of  the  substances  of  which  they  are  chemically 
composed,  and  because  of  the  action  of  imponderable  or 
non-chemical  entities  upon  the  things  in  question. 

But  why  have  we  come  to  regard  these  elements  as  sub- 
stances? In  older  days  the  substances  were  believed  to 
be  earth,  air,  fire,  and  water.  AVhy  did  we  give  up  call- 
ing these  substances  ?  Evidently  the  answer  is.  We  could 
analyze  them,  that  is,  we  could  separate  them  into  parts 
each  having  different  properties  from  those  of  the  original 
earth,  air,  or  water.  Or,  on  the  other  hand,  we  have 
been  able  to  identify  two  seemingly  different  phenomena, 
and  so  to  regard  thera  as  manifestations,  or  activities,  of 
the  same  substance  or  substances.  Thus  fire  has  come  to 
be  for  us  only  a  manifestation  of  light  connected  with  cer- 
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tain  forms  of  oxidation.  Tlius,  could  we  but  analyze 
oxygen  or  any  other  chemical  element,  we  should  cease  to 
regard  it  as  a  substance  on  the  same  plane  as  heretofore. 
Of  course  we  do  speak  in  a  broader  sense  of  substances, 
including  brass,  clay,  chalk,  lime,  paper,  wood,  or  any 
general  type  of  thing  having  qualities.  But  the  tendency 
is  to  regard  as  true  substances  only  such  as  resist  all 
further  analysis.  Yet  even  here  we  do  not  find  a  true 
stopping-place ;  for  although  the  chemical  elements  resist 
further  analysis,  still  we  believe  that  they  are  compounds, 
or  theoretically  analyzable.  The  belief  arises,  that  could 
we  but  discover  a  method  of  analysis,  we  should  be  able  to 
reduce  the  number  of  chemical  elements  perhaps  even  back 
to  one  general  element,  and  that  all  other  elements  are 
various  combinations  of  the  atoms  of  one  such  primitive 
element,  just  as  objects  about  us  are  various  compounds  of 
the  chemical  elements.  So,  finally,  we  come  to  the  belief 
that  there  may  be  ultimately  but  the  one  true  primary 
substance  back  of  all  the  secondary  substances,  and  this 
substance  we  call  matter. 

But  let  us  see  the  consequences  of  our  analysis.  We 
have  found  that  as  the  result  of  chemical  analysis  a  great 
many  of  the  secondary  qualities  are  regarded  as  merely 
apparent;  that  is,  could  we  take  all  the  qualities  of  the 
seventy  elements,  we  should  find  a  vastly  less  rich  array  of 
quality  than  we  actually  find  now  existing  in  the  world 
about  us.  Further,  could  we  reduce  the  number  of  ele- 
ments, we  should  expect  to  find,  in  turn,  the  new  elements 
less  rich  in  qualities  than  the  old.  In  short,  could  chem- 
istry reach  its  ideal  we  should  have  a  substance,  or  chemical 
element,  having  only  the  primary  qualities.  Thus,  as  we 
have  seen,  we  should  have  chemistry  turn,  in  part  at  least, 
into  a  science  of  molecular  physics.  Still  otherwise  put, 
the  ultimate  chemical  element  promises  to  be  the  abstract 
matter  of  physics,  a  substance  having  only  the  primary  qual- 
ities, a  substance  having  extension  and  undergoing  motion. 
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But  Matter  Thus  wc  may  conclude  that  the  substance  of  the  world 
Itself  IS  :i  ^£  nature  is  matter,  and  that  all  secondary  qualities  may 
abstractiou,  be  reduced  to  differences  in  the  primary  qualities.  But 
iustVriibie  ^^^^  result  raises  for  us,  as  philosophers,  a  very  serious 
one.  problem.      What  have  we  to  say  about  this  substance, 

matter,  this  substance  to  which  belong  all  the  qualities  of 
nature,  or,  if  you  will,  of  which  all  nature  is  but  the  mani- 
festation. Our  discussion  of  the  primary  and  secondary 
qualities  has  already  shown  us  that  in  and  for  itself  no 
such  thing  exists  as  this  abstract  matter  with  only  the 
primary  qualities.  The  real  world,  the  world  that  is,  is 
the  world  revealed  to  our  senses  with  its  indefinite  rich- 
ness of  quality.  The  secondary  qualities  are  there  and 
they  exist,  and  hence  no  reasoning  of  ours  can  make  them 
aught  but  part  of  reality. 

But  we  have  seen  that  science  tends,  for  very  good 
reasons,  to  disregard  the  secondary  qualities  or  to  study 
them  in  terms  of  primary  qualities.  Thus  it  comes  about 
that  science  has  built  up  only  a  convenient  abstraction 
in  its  conception  of  matter  as  deprived  quite  of  the  in- 
numerable secondary  qualities.  Yet,  as  we  have  seen, 
science  is  justified  in  so  doing;  but  it  were  false  science 
indeed,  did  we  forget  that  we  are  considering  only  a  part, 
and  not  the  whole.  The  real  matter,  or  substance,  of  the 
world  of  nature  is  thus  one  that  manifests  itself  in  an 
indefinite  richness  of  quality;  and  therefore  the  matter 
of  the  physicist  is  a  mere  abstraction  that  is  only  a  means 
of  studying  certain  general  laws  of  the  real  matter, 
this  bearer  of  indefinite  qualities.  Hence  this  conclu- 
sion: the  matter  of  physics  is  only  an  abstraction  and 
not  a  reality.  But  do  not  for  an  instant  think  that 
this  means  a  questioning  of  the  truth  of  the  results 
of  physics.  Not  in  the  least.  As  we  saw,  physics 
has  to  deal  with  abstractions.  The  matter  of  physics 
is  matter  robbed  of  all  but  its  universal,  or  perma- 
nent attributes,  and  its  other  attributes  are  reduced  to, 


,  THINGS   AND   THEIR   QUALITIES:    SUBSTANCE  63 

I 

or  expressed  in,  terms    of   variations  in   the   permanent 
attributes. 

Should  we  then  discard  the  theory  that  nature  is  com- 
posed of  one  substance, — matter, — and  go  back  to  the 
view  a  long  time  held  that  there  are  several  substances? 
Clearly  not.  Substance  has  come  to  mean  for  us  just  that 
which  resists  our  ability  to  analyze ;  and  did  we  return  to 
the  other  view  our  quarrel  would  be  merely  one  of  words. 
There  are  things  that  we  can  analyze  in  the  chemical  labo- 
ratory; then  there  are  things  we  cannot.  Again,  these 
very  things,  although  chemically  elements,  are  not  physi- 
cally to  be  regarded  as  unanalyzable.  Finally,  only  that 
is  unanalyzable,  or  irreducible  to  something  having 
different  properties,  which  has  been  so  robbed  of  all  its 
qualities  that  only  necessary  or  universal  ones  are  left. 
This  and  this  alone  can  be  substance  in  the  sense  of  the 
unanalyzable.  On  the  other  hand,  however,  we  should  do 
wrong  did  we  come  to  the  conclusion  that  nature  is  in 
reality  that  ghostlike  world  of  physical  abstraction.  Such 
a  conclusion  would  be  as  absurd  as  to  say  that  the  real 
world  is  only  that  which  is  described  by  our  text-books 
of  geometry. 


CHAPTER   VI 

THE    ATOMIC    THEORY  ^ 

All  material  RiGHT  in  connection  with  the  question  of  analysis  we 
^bi"^^t'''^ '^  come  upon  another  philosophical  problem.  The  word 
parts.  "  analysis  "  may  be  used  in  the  different  sense  of  division 

into  geometrical  parts.  Thus  we  find  that  we  can  divide  an 
apple  indefinitely  by  a  chopping  machine.  In  the  chemi- 
cal laboratory  we  can  carry  on  the  division  still  farther. 
In  this  way  the  whole  ponderable  world  has  come  to  seem 
to  us  theoretically  divisible,  not  merely  into  the  elements 
oxygen,  hydrogen,  and  the  others,  but  into  those  little 
particles  of  oxygen  and  hydrogen  that  are  called  atoms. 
Thus  we  are  told  the  ponderable  world  is  made  up  of 
atoms.  Moreover,  we  must  not  here  forget  the  imponder- 
able world,  —  the  world  of  the  ether.  It,  too,  must  be 
supposed  to  be  made  up  of  particles.  In  fact,  the  chemi- 
cal atoms  themselves  may  be  regarded  as  highly  complex, 
that  is,  composed  of  more  primitive  atoms.  No  doubt 
phj'sics  may  finally  adopt  some  such  theory  of  the  chemi- 
cal atoms  as  Lord  Kelvin's  vortex  theory,  or  some  theory 
attempting  to  explain  the  properties  of  the  chemical  atoms 
out  of  the  complexity  of  their  structure. 

1  Literature.    For  History  of  the  Atomic  Theory,  cf.  Chapters  XXVII 
and  LVII. 

Paulsen,  Introduction,  pp.  145-158. 

Weber,  History  of  Philosophy,  pp.  55-58. 

Stallo,  Concepts  and  Theories  of  Modern  Physics,  Chapter  VII. 

Lasswitz,  Geschlchte  der  Atomistik.     2  vols.     Hamburg  and  Leipzig, 

1890. 
Lange,  History  of  Materialism.    3  vols.     Translated  by  E.  C.  Thomas. 

London,  1878-81.     (Geschichte  des  RLaterialismus.     6'^  Aufl.  Bear- 

beitet  von  H.  Cohen.    2  vols.     1898.) 
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Here  we,  as  philosophers,  step  into  the  argument,  and  Has  this 
ask:  What  if  physics  should  be  able  to  reduce  all  known  a^iJ^jt/and 
physical  phenomena  to  the  motions  of  certain  primitive,   what  is  its 
or  ultimate,  atoms;  would  physics  rightly  rest  satisfied  clSce? 
at   that   point,   or   may  there  not  be  here  some    deeper 
principle  that  is  impelling  the  physicist  toward  a  never 
ending  process  of  division?     Let  us  see. 

Why  does  the  chemist  go  beyond  the  ancient  thinker  in  The  purpose 
dividing  things  up  into  chemical  atoms  ?     The  answer  is,   g.^*  ?  ^^^' 
Because  by  so  doing  he  can   explain  certain  phenomena  pianation. 
that  the  ancient  thinker  could  not  explain. 

We  have  just  emphasized  the  word  "explain."  What 
does  it  mean?  We  shall  have  to  wait  till  later  in  our 
discussion  to  determine  its  full  meaning;  but  at  present 
let  us  say,  that  to  explain  a  phenomenon  is  to  account  for 
it  by  bringing  it  under  some  general  law.  Thus,  to  ex- 
plain why  wood  will  burn  under  conditions  where  stone 
will  not,  we  give  the  chemical  composition  of  wood  and 
appeal  to  certain  laws  holding  of  such  a  compound.  To 
explain  why  we  need  to  breathe  air  in  order  to  live,  we 
show  how  the  vital  processes  are  all  a  form  of  oxidation, 
and  that  the  air  forms  the  chief  source  for  supplying  the 
oxygen  necessary  to  perform  this  work  in  our  body.  But 
to  return,  we  divide  things  up  when  we  can  by  so  doing 
get  at  things,  or  atoms,  that  obey  a  more  general  law  than 
did  the  unanalyzed  thing;  since  in  this  way  we  can 
account  for  the  phenomenon  in  question  by  showing  that 
it  is  an  example  of  the  general  laws  true  of  the  thing's 
constituent  parts.  Thus,  when  we  know  that  our  nerve 
centres  have  a  large  amount  of  energy  held  in  unstable 
equilibrium,  and  also  that  gunpowder  and  dynamite  have 
the  same,  we  account  for  this,  in  part,  when  we  learn 
that  they  are  all  rich  in  the  element  nitrogen  and  that  the 
presence  of  this  element  accounts,  in  part  at  least,  for  the 
large  amount  of  energy. 

Now  let  us  see  from  all  that  has  gone  before  what  will 
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This  divi- 
sion must 
continue  as 
long  as  we 
seek  expla- 
nation. 


be  tlie  tendency  of  a  progressive  explanation  of  nature's 
phenomena.  Sometimes  it  is  enough  to  say  the  explosion 
was  caused  by  gunpowder.  The  carpet  was  faded  by  sun- 
light. The  water  boiled  because  it  was  put  upon  the  fire. 
The  man  died  because  his  heart  stopped  beating.  A  cer- 
tain country  is  populous  because  of  the  great  fertility  of 
its  soil.  But  the  moment  we  want  more  accurate  explana- 
tions, we  keep  asking,  why  does  fire  boil  water,  why  do  we 
die  when  our  heart  stops  beating,  why  does  gunpowder  do 
such  damt\ge  ?  The  answer  to  such  a  "  why  "  is  always 
an  appeal,  as  we  have  just  said,  to  a  more  general  law. 
Sooner  or  later  our  "whys"  bring  us  to  those  laws  we 
call  chemical  laws,  or  toward  them.  But  when  we  have 
reached  chemical  laws,  what  next?  Why  do  oxygen  and 
hydrogen  have  such  an  affinity  for  each  other,  and  so  on 
through  "why "after  "why"  that  the  chemist  sooner  or 
later  has  to  ask  himself.  Why  does  this  element  be- 
have thus,  and  another  so?  The  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion can  be  only  in  terms  of  some  more  general  law, 
namely,  a  physical  law.  But  to  be  able  to  secure  that 
answer,  the  chemical  atoms  must  be  split  up  into  more 
primitive  atoms,  just  as  our  body,  or  the  gunpowder, 
or  the  water,  had  to  be  split  up  into  chemical  atoms 
to  have  their  conduct  explained  in  terms  of  chemical 
laws. 

In  short,  we  have  to  regard  an  object  that  must  be  brought 
under  some  higher  law  to  explain  its  activities  as  com- 
posed of  atoms  of  some  sort.  In  sociology  the  atom  is  the 
individual  human  being,  especially  the  individual  mind. 
Therefore  the  sociologist  goes  to  the  general  psychology 
of  the  mind  to  find  the  more  general  laws  that  are  to 
explain  social  phenomena.  Again,  the  conduct  of  human 
beings  is  directed  by  their  nervous  systems.  We  analyze 
the  nervous  system  into  parts,  or  "atoms,"  in  the  neurons; 
and  we  believe  that  were  our  information  about  these 
neurons  sufficient,  we  could  bring  all  direction  of  mus- 
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ciilar  contraction  under  the  general  laws  of  the  activity 
of  these  neurons.  Likewise,  in  biology,  could  we  only 
work  out  the  chemistry  of  all  forms  of  protoplasm,  we 
should  be  able  to  explain  all  vital  phenomena  through  the 
more  general  laws  of  chemistry.  But  now  comes  chem- 
istry; and  we  try  to  push  it  under  physical  laws,  and  to 
do  so  we  must  divide  up  the  atom.  In  short,  to  reduce 
to  a  more  general  type  means  to  divide  into  some  sort  of 
atoms  ;  and  the  process  will  theoretically  never  stop  until 
we  have  reached  a  world  in  which  the  "atoms"  are  all 
alike,  act  all  alike,  in  which  all  variety  of  activity  has 
completely  disappeared.  The  moment  one  activity  is  dif- 
ferent from  another  we  shall  raise  the  question.  Why? 
Then  will  have  to  commence  again  the  work  of  analysis ; 
and  we  shall  have  to  divide  into  parts  or  seek  for  some 
more  primitive  atom. 

Moreover,  if  our  atom  ever  acts  differently  on  one  occa-  Further  as 
sion  from  another,  we  shall  again  have  to  ask  why,  and  ^^^.^ ^tm^ 
again  we  must  have  more  primitive   atoms.       Thus  the  fers  from 
only  true  atom  will  be  one  like  every  other  atom  in  the  ^^^*j.  11^^^^. 
universe,  that  acts  like  every  other,  and  always  acts  in  turewuibe 
the  same  way.     In  short,  we  shall  theoretically  be  able  to  *  ^™   ^"^' 
stop  only  when  our  reduction  has  removed  all  differences 
from  nature.     Therefore  the  ultimate  atom  is  that  thing 
whose  activity  is  an  example,  and  only  an  example,  of 
the  most  general  kind  of  activity  in  nature. 

Then  again,  there  is  another  point  of  view  from  which  Likewise 
we  may  regard  the  nature  of  the  atom.     Any  body  that  ^^^y  object 

"^ ,      ^        ,  ...  .  with  inter- 

has  motion  taking  place  within  it  at  once  raises  a  problem,   nai  activity 
namely,  calls  for  an  explanation  of  its  internal  structure  problem  of 
and  the  resulting  activities.     For  instance,  a  watch  calls  structure, 
for  an  explanation  to  a  greater  degree  than  does  a  pebble 
because  of  its  internal  movements  —  to  a  greater  degree 
just  because  its  motions  attract  our  attention.     So,  also, 
with  a  living  human  body.     In  a  similar  way,  the  moment 
that  we  realize  that  a  chemical  atom  is  not  merely  a  sort 
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ultimate 
atom  must 
have  only  a 
simple  ac- 
tivity and 
no  internal 
activity. 


of  football  thrown  about  by  other  atoms,  but  that  it  has 
activities  all  its  own,  and  that  these  activities  seem  to  be 
more  than  merely  a  passage  of  the  whole  atom  back  and 
forth  in  space,  in  short,  as  soon  as  we  believe  that  activi- 
ties take  place  within  the  atom,  we  at  once  feel  drawn 
into  a  new  problem,  namely,  a  problem  of  structure.  If 
a  chemical  atom  never  had  any  internal  activity,  if,  in 
short,  its  internal  structure  played  no  part  in  chemical 
phenomena,  we  should  neglect  the  problem  of  internal 
structure  —  for  the  world  at  large  would  be  just  as  well 
explained  as  if  we  attacked  it  and  solved  it.  But  the 
question  at  once  arises.  Can  we  ever  find  an  instance  of 
activity  in  the  whole  realm  of  nature  in  which  the  inter- 
nal structure  of  each  body  taking  part  in  the  phenomenon 
does  not  play  some  r61e  ?  Surely,  in  as  far  as  all  matter 
is  elastic,  it  does  play  a  role,  and  thus  there  is  a  problem 
of  structure. 

Now  w^hat  do  we  mean  by  a  problem  of  structure  ?  We 
mean,  ultimately,  that  activities  are  taking  place  within 
the  body  that  demand  explanation ;  and  explanation  always 
means,  as  we  have  seen,  that  we  must  seek  for  some 
higher,  or  more  general,  law  or  laws  under  which  we  can 
put  the  activity  in  question.  But  searching  for  such  a 
higher  law  is,  we  have  seen,  after  all  doing  nothing  more 
nor  less  than  splitting  up  the  given  body  into  parts,  study- 
ing the  motion  of  each  part  by  itself,  and  regarding  it  as 
an  instance  of  the  working  of  the  higher  law.  Thus, 
■wherever  there  is  any  internal  activity  we  must,  theoreti- 
cally, refuse  to  find  a  true  atom.  The  true  atom  therefore 
has  no  internal  activities. 

Thus  we  find  two  general  truths  concerning  the  ulti- 
mate atom.  Its  activity  must  be,  in  the  view  of  our  intel- 
ligence, a  simple  activity,  namely,  an  activity  that  is  only 
an  example  of  the  most  general  kind  of  nature's  activity; 
for  any  other  activity  we  should  tend  to  analyze  into  a 
more  general  one.     Secondly,  the  atom  must  have  no  in- 
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ternal  activity.  Such  is  the  true  atom  toward  which 
science  tends,  and  uo  other  atom  will  wholly  suit  the 
demands  of  our  intellect  for  a  complete  explanation. 

Yet  right  here  comes  up  a  new  problem.     Supposing  This  implies 
any  body  or  particle  of  matter  has  length,  breadth,   and  1?*^^/?^*^^ 
thickness,  but  has  not,  as  far  as  the  most  delicate  observa-  atom  is  only 
tion  finds,  any  internal  activity ;  should  we  rest  satisfied  ^^^^j'^^' 
that  this  particle  was  in  truth  a  real  atom?     We  should  poiut. 
no  doubt  have  to  answer.  No.     We  should  never  theo- 
retically rest  satisfied  that  no  internal  activity  took  place 
within  it.     We  should  always  be  on  the  lookout,  and  the 
mere  negative  evidence,  "No  activity  yet  in  sight,"  would 
never  theoretically  release  us  from  further  search.     Our 
atom  would  be  practically  a  true  atom  for  all  scientific 
work  or  explanation,  but  always  an  object  of  theoretical 
suspicion.     We  should  be  ready  any  day  to  get  the  news 
that  some  internal  activity  had  been  discovered.     In  fact, 
then,  our  intelligence  would  never  rest  assured  of  the 
non-existence  of  internal  activity  so  long  as  our  atom  did 
have  any  length,  breadth,  and  thickness.     Therefore  the 
theoretically  true  atom   must  be  a  mathematical   point. 
Anything  else  raises  the  question  of  parts  and,  therefore, 
of  internal  activity,  or  motion,  between  these  parts,  and 
the  mathematical  point  alone  is  free  from  every  suspicion 
of  internal  activity. 

But  is  this  the  reductio  ad   absurdum  of  the  atomic  Does  this 
theory  ?    We  answer,  "  Bt/  no  means, "  but  add  the  qualify-  f^f^^^  *^® 
ing  clause,  "In  so  far  as  it  is  an  instrument  to  analyze   theory? 
and  explain,  or  brinsf  under  higher  laws,  the  activities  of  ^^^  ^f  *, 

^  _  °  ,  mere  mstru- 

nature."     It  is,  however,  the  reductio  ad  absurdum  of  the   ment  of  ex- 
atomic  theory  in  case  we  mean  thereby  a  full  description  pi'^'^^tion. 
of  the  actual  concrete  world. 

So  much  for  the  justification  of  the  atomic  theory  as  a 
formulation  of  nature's  laws.  What  next  do  we  say  in 
opposition  to  the  atomic  theory  as  a  description  of  the 
facts  in  their  totality,  as  actually  existing  concrete  facts 
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Only  iu  case  of  indefinite  variety,   riclmess  of  content,   and  change  ? 

the  atomic     There  are  two  quite  fatal  objections  to  the  atomic  theory 

claims  to  be  in  this  latter  use.     First,  can  we  actually  build  up  the 

*iou  oTthe      ^"^'^^  world  revealed  to  our  minds  out  of  atoms,  with  notliing 

coucrete        else  assumed?     In  short,  can  nature  really  be  made  up  of 

"^^'  atoms  and  nothing  more,  or  is  there  not  something  more 

that  is  not  contained  in  the  atomist's  premises  ?    Secondly, 

can  Ave  rightly  grant  the  atomist  even  as  much  as  our  first 

objection  allows?     Does  there  and  could  there  exist  in 

ver}'  truth  such  a  thing  as  an  atom  ? 

1.  The  quai-        Let  US   consider  the  first  objection.      Grant  him  his 

itiesof  atoms,  what  then?     We  have  simply  a  case  something 

things  can  '  •■■    "^  ° 

never  be  the  like  this.     There  on  the  lot  lie  heaped  a  great  pile  of 

metfcarsum  ^ricks,  barrels  of  cement,  lime,  sand,  stones,  boards  of  all 

ofquantita-   sorts,  lead  pipe,  slate,  shingles,  doors,  and  other  pieces 

terLtits'^or"   ^f  woodwork.     Now  let  us  see  you  construct  the  house. 

atomic  prop-  Ah,  you  Say,  all  we  have  to  do  is  to  set  the  artisans  to 

^''^'^^'  work  and  the  house  will  be  built.     But  hold!     All  we 

granted  was  the  material.     Now  let  us  see  you  make  up 

your  house  or  your  world.     You  can't  do  it.     A  house 

is  not  merely  bricks,  woodwork,  and  mortar.     It  is  all 

these  in  very  definite  relations;  and  if  you  are  merely 

given  the  material  without  the  intelligence  and  power  to 

bring  that  material  properly  together,  you  will  never  have 

a  house,  not  in  the  wide  world.     A  house  is  not  a  heap 

of  bricks,  nor  is  a  world  a  heap  of  atoms.       There  are 

thousands  of  characteristics  and  qualities  in  a  house  that 

no  mere  heap  of  bricks  has.      The  world  is  an  indefinite 

system  of  relations  that  no  mere  heap  of  atoms  possesses. 

In  our  atoms  we  have  the  simple  activities,  say  a,  b,  c?,  d. 

Now  an  indefinite  multiplying  of  a,  5,  c,  d  does  not  give 

you  more  than  n  times  «,  5,  e,  d.     It  does  not  give  you 

the  activities  x,  ?/,  z.     Or  to  take  a  concrete  instance.    Our 

opponent  asks,  Can  we  not  unite  atoms  of  oxygen  and 

hydrogen  together  and  have  water?     Can  we  not  do  it, 

as  a  matter  of  fact,  right  here  in  this  our  very  laboratory. 
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right  here  in  this  jar  on  our  table?  But,  Mr.  Opponent, 
not  so  quickly!  There  is  a  serious  ambiguity  in  your 
question.  Remember,  in  one  sense  both  you  and  we  are 
equally  atomists.  You  can  make  just  the  experiment  you 
suggest.  We  have  as  little  doubt  about  that  as  have  you. 
That  the  chemical  laws  hold  of  nature,  and  all  ponder- 
able bodies  therein,  we  are  no  more  disposed  to  doubt  than 
are  you.  That,  however,  is  not  our  question.  We  ask. 
Will  the  water  be  merely  the  arithmetical  sum  of  all  that 
you  have  in  the  jar?  We  answer,  No,  for  otherwise  there 
would  have  been  water  there  from  the  very  beginning, 
inasmuch  as  we  granted  you  all  your  material  at  the  start, 
just  as  we  granted  our  friend  the  builder  all  his  bricks 
and  mortar.  Now  we  are  not  merely  quibbling  with 
words,  so  j)lease  do  not  make  that  unjust  accusation. 
Our  one  question  runs.  Is  the  water  merely  so  many  atoms 
of  hydrogen  and  oxj^gen?  If  so,  why  do  you  have  to  do 
anything  with  tlie  hydrogen  and  oxygen  to  make  them 
water?  Ah,  you  reply,  of  course  we  have  to  bring  the 
hydrogen  and  oxygen  and  the  electric  spark  into  certain 
relations.  But  again  we  ask.  Is  water  atoms  of  H  +  atoms 
of  O  +  electric  spark  +  their  being  in  proper  relations  ? 
Not  a  bit  of  it.  These  will  cause  water.  Under  these 
conditions  you  will  get  water.  But  they  are  not  water. 
Water  has  certain  qualities  that  you  and  I  know  very  well. 
Your  atoms  and  so  forth  have  them  not.  All  you  have  done 
is  to  bring  water  into  existence,  and  in  a  similar  way  you 
can  take  water  out  of  existence  and  have  a  jar  full  of  H 
and  O  gas.  But  H  and  O  gas  may  be  the  cause  of  water, 
but,  as  a  sheer  piece  of  ordinary  common  sense,  are  they 
water?  No  more  than  a  heap  of  bricks  or  ten  or  more 
workmen  standing  about  with  their  tools  are  a  house. 
The  house  is  the  finished  article.  So  is  the  water;  and 
the  finished  article  is  very  different  from  the  material  plus 
the  forces  and  so  on  that  may  make  up  the  cause  of  the 
article. 
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The  atomic 
theory  is  a 
law  hoUliiiiT 
of  facts,  but 
such  a  hxw 
holding  of  a 
fact  is  not  a 
descriptiou 
of  the  fact. 


2.  Do  atoms 
really  exist 
or  is  the 
atom  of 
necessity  a 
mere  ah- 
stractiou  ? 


The  entity  is 
atomic  not 
an  atom ; 
just  as  the 
real  mate- 
rial thing  is 
triangular 
not  a  mere 
triangle. 


Thus;,  as  a  law  of  nature,  or,  rather,  as  a  system  of  hiws 
of  cause  and  eliect,  the  atomic  theory  works  splendidl}^ 
But  as  a  description  of  the  facts  as  facts,  of  the  world  as 
world,  it  fails  utterlj-.  Water  is  water,  and  not  a  lot  of 
atoms.  You  can  by  certain  laws  turn  water  into  gases  or 
gases  into  water.  But  in  this  case  the  water  goes  out  of 
existence,  and  a  very  different  fact,  a  fact,  in  short,  whose 
description  is  very  different,  has  taken  its  place. 

The  error,  then,  of  the  atomist  from  this  point  of  view 
is  that  he  has  mistaken  a  law  of  nature  for  a  complete 
description  of  nature.  The  laws  of  chemistry  and  physics 
hold  of  nature.  Of  course  they  do.  But  they  are  not 
and  never  will  be  a  complete  description  of  nature.  Nature 
is  more  than  what  is  described  in  our  works  on  chemistry 
and  physics.     Nature  is  more  than  abstract  lav\'S. 

But  let  us  turn  to  the  second  objection.  Are  there  in 
truth  actually  existing  entities  called  atoms  ?  Is  an  atom 
an  existing  entity  or  is  it  a  mere  abstraction  ? 

Perhaps  it  will  be  easier  for  the  reader  if  we  state  first 
what  we  do  believe,  and  then  afterward  show  why  the 
other  view  seems  untenable. 

We  all  speak  of  triangles,  of  lines,  of  planes.  Are 
there  really  such  things?  What  is  a  line?  It  has  no 
breadth  or  thickness.  Did  we,  could  we,  ever  see  such 
a  thing  ?  Of  course  we  have  to  answer,  No.  What  we 
have  seen  are  objects,  such  as  telegraph  wires,  or  railroad 
tracks,  where  the  chief  characteristic  to  which  we  give 
our  attention  and  interest  is  their  length,  and  accordingly 
we  call  them  lines.  So,  also,  we  see  this  or  that  piece 
of  land  and  call  it  a  square,  a  circle,  or  a  triangle.  Do 
we  really  mean  that  it  is  only  a  triangle  in  the  strict  geo- 
metrical sense?  Of  course  not.  We  mean  its  shape  is 
triangular.  That  to  measure  its  area  we  can  measure  its 
base  and  altitude  and  then  multiply  one  by  half  of  the 
other  and  get  our  desired  result.  In  short,  Avhen  we  call 
this  or  that  object,  a  line,  a  point,  a  triangle,  we  mean 
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that  certain  geometrical  properties  are  possessed  by  them ; 
that  certain  geometrical  laws  hold  of  them.  Or,  again,  to 
use  a  more  extreme  case,  if  we  say,  "  There  are  five  hun- 
dred present,"  we  do  not  mean  that  what  is  present  is  a 
mere  sum  of  arithmetical  units.  We  mean  that  we  can 
count  men  and  regard  each  man  as  a  unit.  Thus,  arith- 
metic and  geometry  deal  with  abstractions.  There  are  in 
this  world  no  such  real  entities,  or  things,  as  mere  arith- 
metical units  or  mere  geometrical  triangles.  There  are 
things  to  which  arithmetical  laws  can  be  ajDplied,  in  short, 
that  can  be  counted  or  treated  as  mere  units.  So,  also, 
are  there  things  in  this  world  that  are  triangular,  to  which 
we  can  apply  the  results  of  our  geometry.  Things,  in 
short,  that  we  may  call  triangles.  So  when  we  call  a  plot 
of  land  a  triangle,  we  do  not  mean  to  be  taken  in  all  literal 
seriousness.  What  we  wish  to  do  is  to  call  attention  to 
its  shape,  to  name  that  shape,  to  posit  certain  laws  of 
area  as  holding  of  our  land  looked  at  from  this  particular 
point  of  view. 

Now  we  are  not  casting  slurs  upon  geometry  when  we 
say  it  deals  with  mere  abstractions ;  nor  do  we  mean  that 
its  results  are  less  valuable.  In  fact,  as  we  shall  see  later, 
the  very  value  of  geometry,  or  any  science,  rests  right  in 
the  fact  that  it  deals  with  abstractions.  But  what  is  true 
of  geometry  is  true  of  all  other  sciences,  and  especially 
true  of  the  more  abstract  ones,  such  as  physics  and  chem- 
istry. They  deal  with  abstractions,  and  the  so-called  atom 
is  an  abstraction  just  as  is  the  triangle  of  geometry.  It 
is  not  such  a  high  abstraction ;  or,  in  terms  of  logic,  it 
has  as  a  concept  more  intension,  or  connotes  more  quali- 
ties. But  none  the  less  it  is  an  abstraction.  Just  as 
there  are  in  reality  no  such  things  as  mere  triangles,  so, 
also,  are  there  no  such  things  as  atoms,  not  even  chemical 
atoms.  Now  this  may  seem  an  outrageous  thing  to  say. 
But  truly  it  is  not;  truly  we  are  not,  even  to  a  hair's 
breadth,  calling  one  physical  or  chemical  doctrine  into 
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question,  any  more  than  we  call  geometry  into  question. 
But  you  ask,  "If  chemical  atoms,  or  any  atoms,  do  not 
exist,  what  does?"  We  answer:  Just  as  there  are  tri- 
angular things ;  namely,  things  having  the  properties  of 
triangles,  so  also  are  there  things  of  which  the  atomic 
laAvs  hold.  We  may  call  them  atoms,  but  what  we  mean 
is,  they  are  atomic.  A  mere  triangle  does  not  exist,  nor 
does  a  mere  atom.  In  the  concrete  reality  we  have  tri- 
angular and  atomic  properties,  but  to  forget  that  a  piece 
of  land  is  more  than  a  mere  triangle  is  no  worse  than  to 
sa}'  that  this  object  is  made  up  of  mere  atoms.  In  reality 
it  is  vastly  more  than  this;  and  should  we  forget  this 
truth,  we  have  turned  a  mere  abstraction  into  a  concrete 
reality,  a  mere  ghost  of  a  thing  into  the  actual  thing. 
Hence  our  conclusion:  There  are  atoms  only  in  the  sense 
that  these  are  things  which  obey  the  laws  taught  us  by 
physics  and  chemistry.  These  sciences,  like  geometry, 
and  like  all  sciences,  treat  of  abstractions,  and  try  to  find 
out  the  laws  of  special  properties  considered  by  themselves, 
that  is,  abstracted  from  the  concrete  thing. 
To  serve  the       It  remains  for  us  to  show  that  this  is  true  of  the  atomic 

purpose  of     thcorv-      Are  atoms  mere  abstractions  ?     First,  we  have 
the  atomic  •' 

theory  the  sceu  that  an  atom  is  not  merely  a  part,  but  differs  from  a 
atom^ust  jjjgre  paj^.|;  \yy  having  its  own  peculiar  qualities  and  laws 
ahstraction.  quite  distinct  from  those  of  the  compound,  in  whose 
complex  structure  it  forms  an  element.  We  found  that 
the  atoms,  or  the  final  results  of  analysis,  form  a  means  of 
explanation  only  in  so  far  as  they  have  different,  that  is, 
in  their  case,  more  general,  characteristics  than  has  the 
compound.  They  are  not  merely  parts  in  the  sense  a 
chip  is  part  of  a  block;  but  they  are  parts  in  the  further 
sense  of  being  simpler  structures  entering  into  it.  But 
here  we  have  to  ask,  How  does  the  chemist  know  that 
his  atoms  are  simpler  than  the  molecules?  Supposing 
that  we  should  maintain  that  the  molecules,  and  also  the 
atoms,  were  infinitely  complex ;  how,  then,  could  we  com- 
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pare  two  entities  infinitely  complex,  and  say  that  one  is 
more  complex  than  the  other?  Is  infinity  less  when  a 
million  is  subtracted?  The  question  is  really  absurd. 
Two  indefinites  or  two  infinites  are  not  comparable.  But 
yet  the  chemist  does  know  that  his  atoms  are  simpler  than 
his  molecules.  How  does  he  know  ?  Simply  because  he 
is  comparing  the  one  with  the  other  only  along  certain 
lines ;  not  in  every  respect,  for  that  were,  as  we  shall  see 
later,  impossible.  In  short,  he  reduces  all  the  varieties 
of  things  to  different  combinations  of  about  seventy  ele- 
mentary things ;  precisely  as  we  reduce  written  words  to 
combinations  of  twenty-six  letters,  a,  5,  c,  d,  etc.  His 
atom  is  simpler  than  the  compound  in  which  it  occurs, 
because  the  compound  contains  it,  and  others  also.  Fur- 
ther, such  an  atom,  like  a  letter,  is  simpler  than  the  com- 
pound because  the  varieties  of  compounds  are  vastly,  yes, 
perhaps  infinitely,  more  numerous  than  are  the  varieties 
of  atoms  or  the  varieties  of  letters. 

But  you  ask,  Where  does  the  mere  abstraction  come  in  ? 
We  answer  in  the  assertion  that  all  the  letters,  the  a's  or 
the  6's,  or  all  the  atoms,  those  of  oxygen,  or  those  of 
hydrogen,  are  really  alike.  It  is  true,  written  words  are 
composed  of  a,  5,  c,  etc.,  but  for  all  we  know  there  are  no 
two  concrete  letters  in  the  world  alike.  True,  water  is 
composed  of  particles,  but  who  knows  that  any  two  of  these 
are  absolutely  alike?  They  are  alike  chemically,  it  is 
true ;  that  is,  they  have  certain  definite  properties  in  com- 
mon. But  the  moment  you  deny  any  difference  between 
one  and  the  other,  you  convert  them  both  into  mere  ab- 
stractions ;  and  this  is  just  what  the  atomist  must  do.  Let 
us  take  an  instance.  Here  is  a  herd  of  animals,  and  by  ex- 
amination we  find  it  composed  of  horses.  So  far  all  well 
and  good;  but  supposing  you  deny  any  difference  between 
any  two  horses  in  the  world.  Then  your  term  "  horse  "  has 
come  to  connote  only  certain  common  properties.  There- 
fore to  any  one  that  believes  that  two  individual  horses  will 
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always  be  found  to  differ  in  some  respects,  your  word 
"horse  "  is  a  mere  abstract  terra.  Hence,  if  you  dogmati- 
cally refuse  to  admit  any  other  properties  in  the  concrete 
entity  than  you  admit  as  connoted  in  your  abstract  term, 
then  3'our  concrete  entity  is  no  longer  such,  but  a  mere 
abstraction.  An  atom  of  oxygen  is  a  mere  abstraction  if 
the  chemist  means  that  the  connotation  of  the  term  sums 
up  all  the  attributes  of  any  given  concrete  atom  or 
particle. 

But  now  for  the  second  point.  This  abstraction  is  just 
what  the  atomist  ultimately  has  to  make.  If  his  atoms 
have  different  characteristics,  then  his  process  of  analysis 
is  not  complete;  his  atoms  are  not  true  atoms.  If  an 
atom  of  oxygen  a  and  an  atom  of  oxygen  h  differ,  then  we 
have  before  us  a  new  problem  of  analysis »  They  cannot 
be  for  us  any  longer  atoms.  They  themselves  must  be 
composed  of  more  elementary  atoms.  Now  as  long  as  we 
fail  to  find  any  difference  between  atom  a  and  atom  h,  they 
serve  well  enough  as  atoms.  But  what  chemist  would  dare 
make  the  astounding  assertion  that  each  atom  of  oxygen  is 
absolutely  like  every  other  atom  of  oxygen  ?  No  matter 
where  we  may  stop  in  our  analysis,  no  matter  what  the 
atom  may  be,  dare  we  say  of  it,  it  is  like  every  other? 
No,  we  dare  not  any  more  than  we  dare  say  of  a  herd  of 
horses,  each  horse  is  absolutely  or  exactly  like  every  other. 
But  yet  to  regard  any  elementary  entity,  or  entities,  at 
any  given  stage  of  analysis,  as  atoms,  means  just  this, 
that  for  our  purpose  they  are  all  alike ;  they  are  ultimate 
products  of  analysis.  Thus  for  science's  purpose  we 
treat  them  all  alike,  and  call  them  atoms ;  we  make  them 
abstractions.  When  we  say  that  nature  is  composed  of 
particles  called  atoms,  we  mean  we  have  analyzed  until 
for  our  purpose  analysis  has  gone  far  enough ;  and  then  we 
treat  the  resultant  entities  as  though  they  were  all  alike. 
We  ignore  their  differences  and  concern  ourselves  only 
with  the  common  properties.     We  treat  them,  and  may 
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rightly  treat  them  for  science's  purpose,  in  a  way  that 
makes  them  mere  abstractions. ^ 

In  fact,  we  have  at  hand  verification  of  this  conclusion.   The  uiti- 
What  can  be  ultimately  an  atom  for  physics  but  a  moving  ^^p^^g*^^™ 
point  or  an  entity  that  physics  treats  as  a  moving  point,   clearly  a 
no  matter  whether  it  be  such  or  not?    Now,  that  a  moving  fraction, 
point  is  a  mere  abstraction,  no  sane  mind  that  understood 
the  statement  would  deny.     Hence,  since  physics  must 
ultimately  regard  any  entity  as  a  moving  point,  or  else 
proceed  to  further  analysis,  the  only  true  ultimate  atom 
for  science  is  a  moving  point,  and  therefore  a  mere  ab- 
straction.   Physics  rightly  refuses  to  consider  the  concrete 
entity  as  a  concrete  entity,  but  treats  it  as  an  atom,  be- 
cause there  is  in  any  given  case   a   limit   to   necessary 
analysis.     As  finite  beings  we  have  to  stop  our  analysis 
somewhere ;  and  on  this  very  account  our  atoms  have  to 
be  mere  abstractions,  for  these  are  the  only  sort  of  atoms 
that  can  serve  the  purpose  of  science. 

Must  we,  then,  conclude  that  the  world  of  nature  is  not 
composed  of  simple  entities  called  atoms?  Once  more 
we  must  warn  ourselves  against  the  ambiguity  of  this 
question. 

First,  nature  is  for  science  an  object  of  an  indefinite 
amount  of  analysis.  To  interpret  it  we  have  to  treat  it 
as  composed  of  simpler  elements,  and  these  simpler  ele- 
ments are  atoms.  To  do  this,  however,  is  an  attempt  to 
formulate  the  processes  or  activities  of  nature  in  abstract 
general  laws.  It  is  not  an  attempt  to  describe  nature  in 
all  her  completeness  or  with  absolute  concreteness.  We 
are  interested  in  things  as  class  representatives.  We  do 
not  concern  ourselves  with  the  individual  peculiarities  of 
every  grain  of  sand  on  the  seashore,  but  talk  of  the  sand 
in  general.  The  sand  as  a  whole  is  of  interest  to  us ;  but 
our  finite  mind  and  our  finite  needs  are  satisfied  if  we 

1  Cf.  the  doctrine  of  Leibniz  that  every  monad,  or  atom,  must  be  in 
reality  different  from  every  other. 
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neglect  the  individual  grain  and  deal  with  the  sand  more 
or  less  as  a  totality.  So,  as  we  shall  see  later,  we  always 
neglect  the  concrete  thing  and  deal  with  it  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  class  to  which  it  belongs.  This  very  law 
of  our  minds  has  led,  as  we  have  shown,  to  the  atomic 
theory  as  a  means  of  explaining  things. 

But  when  we  ask  what  is  nature  in  the  concrete,  what 
is  that  reality  science  analyzes,  dissects,  or  interprets  in 
abstract  terms,  we  are  forced  to  say  that  we  Imve  no  right 
to  call  it  merely  an  aggregate  of  atoms.  As  our  first  dis- 
cussion showed,  each  thing  is  indefinitely  rich  in  qualities. 
Each  stands  in  an  indefinite  number  of  relations  to  other 
things.  Instead  of  each  thing,  or  object,  being  as  poor 
in  characteristics  as  is  an  abstract  atom,  it  is  just  the 
opposite.  The  nearer  we  approach  the  concrete,  or  the 
reality,  in  the  sum  total  of  its  characteristics,  the  richer 
it  seems. ^ 

1  Thus  we  should  say  with  Leibniz  the  real  concrete  atomic  body  (no 
matter  where  we  stop  our  analysis)  has  an  infinite  number  of  activities 
or  characteristics  and  would  thus  be  in  itself  a  whole  world  for  further 
interpretation. 


CHAPTER  VII 


MOTION 


Thus  far  we  have  dealt  with  matter  and  its  constitution,   Motion  is  an 
and  so  with  the  atomic  theory.     We  come  next  to  consider  thrconcre'te 
another  element  of  nature,  namely,  motion.     This  topic  is  the  mov- 
we  can  treat  with  greater  brevity,  because  of  the  discus-  ^°^    "^^' 
sion  that  has  preceded. 

First,  by  analysis,  we  separate  in  our  thought  the 
motion  of  a  thing  from  the  thing  itself,  and  treat  the 
motion  as  though  it  were  a  thing  by  itself.  This  abstrac- 
tion, like  those  which  have  been  already  considered,  is 
also  wholly  justified  by  our  intellectual  needs  and  limita- 
tions. But  when  we  reflect  about  our  procedure,  we  must 
see  that  motion,  like  the  atom,  is  a  mere  abstraction. 
There  is  no  such  concrete  thing  as  motion.  There  are 
moving  things,  but  motion  apart  from  the  entity  that  moves, 
looked  at  in  the  concrete,  is  as  absurd  as  the  figure  or  shape 
of  a  thing  regarded  as  an  entity  apart  from  the  thing  itself. 
Likewise,  too,  we  can  analyze  a  motion  into  a  number  of 
motions,  as  of  course  we  do  in  physics.  Here,  again,  we 
are  abstracting.  The  motion  of  a  thing  is  but  one  motion, 
if  we  keep  near  the  concrete ;  and  the  many  motions  mean 
that  we  have  dissected  the  one  motion.  In  short,  matter 
and  its  motion  in  the  concrete  reality  do  not  exist  apart,  are 
not  two  entities,  but  are  merely  different  aspects  of  one  and 
the  same  thing.  The  reality  therefore  is  not  the  matter,  nor 
is  it  the  motion.  It  is  that  which  includes  in  itself  both; 
yes,  and  as  we  have  seen,  includes  also  innumerable  other 
characteristics. 
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The  problem  Tlic  secoiid  and  last  problem  that  we  shall  consider  re- 
(erei'ioe  of  ^  gi^iduig  motion  is :  Into  Avhat  chief  types  can  it  be  divided? 
motion  from  There  is  first  motion,  as  possessed  by  any  one  moving  body, 
body.  Next  there  is  motion  as  it  is  communicated  from  one  body 

to  another;  and  this  communication,  or  transference,  of 
motion  is  said  to  take  place  in  two  different  ways :  by  push- 
ing, or  collision,  and  by  attraction. 

Let  us  consider  first  the  communication  of  motion  by 
attraction. 
Attraction  In  our  discussiou  of  the  atomic  theory  we  saw  that  the 

reearded^s  ^^'^^  ultimate  atom  is  a  geometrical  point,  and  that  like- 
the  ultimate  wise  the  atom  in  motion  is  a  point  moving  along  a 
ofsuctT^^'''^  straight  line.  The  "atom  of  motion,"  then,  is  the  motion 
transfer-  of  a  point,  and  is  always  in  a  straight  line.  No  other 
itseifaiways  motions  satisfy  the  final  demands  of  our  analysis, 
an  unsolved  What,  HOW,  is  the  "atom"  of  the  communication,  or 
transference,  of  motion  ?  We  answer :  One  point  coming 
into  collision  with  another,  and  the  one  point  losing 
motion  and  the  other  gaining  as  much  motion  as  the 
former  lost.  But  if  this  be  the  "  atom  "  of  the  transference 
of  motion,  then  all  so-called  attraction,  or  action  at  a 
distance,  must  be  ultimately  reducible  to  it.  In  short, 
wherever  science  explains  anything  as  a  result  of  "attrac- 
tion "  and  goes  no  farther,  she  has  not  yet  solved  the  theo- 
retical problem;  she  has  reached  a  practical  solution,  but 
there  remains  a  theoretical  problem  nevertheless.  Science 
will  ever  feel  concerning  such  a  result  the  need  of  further 
analysis.  For  example,  we  find  that  the  phenomena  of 
gravitation  are  not  felt  by  science  to  be  explained  so  long 
as  we  have  to  speak  of  these  phenomena  in  terms  of  attrac- 
tion between  two  bodies.  We  find  already  an  hypothesis 
in  the  field  trying  to  formulate  an  explanation  of  these 
phenomena  in  terms  of  the  collision  of  particles  against 
the  bodies  in  question.  In  short,  as  a  mere  fact  in  the 
history  of  physics,  attraction  is  not  a  solution,  but  an  un- 
solved problem ;  and  the  scientist  feels  that  could  he  but 
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analyze  further  than  he  has  done,  he  would  be  able  to 
reduce  all  instances  of  attraction  to  forms  of  collision. 
With  this  fact  in  the  history  of  science  we,  as  reflecting 
scientists  or  philosophers,  are  not  here  concerned;  but 
we  are  concerned  with  the  question  whether  or  not  any 
rational  principle  lies  at  the  bottom  of  this  treatment 
of  attraction.  Is  the  collision  of  moving  points  the  truly 
rational  "  atom  "  of  the  transference  of  motion  ?    Let  us  see. 

If,  by  hypothesis,  two  points  a  and  h  are  moving  in  an  Must  coin- 
absolutely  empty  space  and  do  not  come  into  collision,    aHy  be^the" 
we  naturally  maintain  that  the  moving  a  will  not  undergo  tiuai  form  of 
changes    in    its    motion   because    of  the  presence  of  the  ™ausfer- 
moving   h.     If  any  change  occur  we  at   once    conclude,    euce? 
either  that  some  other  body  c  collided  with  a  (which  of 
course  would  be  contrary  to  our  hypothesis)  or  that  h  must 
after  all  have  come  into  contact  with  a.     But  why  should 
we  all  feel  impelled  to  look  for  a  collision  as  the  true  ex- 
planation ? 

We  should  do  so  for  the  following   reasons.     If  a   is  Attraction 
influenced  by  5,  why  should  it  have  been  influenced  just  assert"\idi- 
at  the  moment   y   and  not  at   the    previous    moment   x^l  rectiy  that 
Namely,  why  should  a  now  be  influenced  by  h  and  not  ence^^°^  ^^' 
before  this,  inasmuch  as  h  has  been  present  in  space  all  causeless. 
along?     To   this   an   opponent   might  rej^ly,  h  does  not 
influence  a  till  it  gets,  say  within  a  mile,  or  an  inch,  or 
some  other  distance.     But  why  so?     Is  there  any  really 
new  element  in  the  state  of  affairs,  because  these  moving 
points  are   approaching  each  other?     By    hypothesis   no 
body  exists  in  between  them.     Therefore  no  moving  object 
exists  between  them.     Hence  their  nearer  presence  appears 
to  our  intuition  as  in  no  way  an  effective  change  of  con- 
ditions ;  as  each  is  cut  off  from  the  other  by  an  absolutely 
empty  space  and  therefore  exists  in  a  little  world  by  itself. 
Thus  if  a  and  h  were  to  approach  and  then  either  of  them 
change    its    motion    we   should   feel   that   an  effect  had 
been  brought  about  in  an  inexplicable  way,  which  means 
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Whereas 

Collision 
supplies  us 
with  just 
this  cause. 


without  any  cause.  As  -we  shall  see  later,  in  discussing 
the  principle  of  causation,  if  the  conditions  remain  the 
same,  the  effect  must  be  the  same.  To  our  intuition  in 
the  case  of  a  and  h  a[)proaching  in  an  empty  space,  the 
conditions  are  not  changed.  Hence  we  maintain  a  change 
in  the  character  of  their  activities  would  be  causeless ; 
which  is  absurd.  Therefore  did  a  and  h  change  their 
activities  without  coming  into  contact  with  each  other, 
our  intellect  would  at  once  set  us  to  searching  for  some 
heretofore  unknown  point  c  that  had  been  the  cause. 

Now,  on  the  other  hand,  if  a  and  h  come  into  col- 
lision, then  our  intuition  does  find  a  change  in  the  con- 
ditions, for  that  instant  a  and  h  would  be  no  longer  a  and 
h  but  would  coalesce  into  ah.  They  could  not  go  through 
each  other  without  occupying  the  same  space,  which  to 
our  mind  seems  absurd;  hence  if  the  principle  of  inertia  is 
to  hold,  they  must  repel  one  another.  A  real  change  in 
the  conditions,  namely,  a  change  that  was  not  included  in 
the  original  hypothesis,  has  entered;  and  we  feel  that 
there  is  something  j)resent  to  which  we  may  ascribe  the 
change  in  the  motion  of  a  and  h.  In  short,  we  may  sum 
all  this  up  as  follows :  wherever  a  change  of  motion  takes 
place,  we  seek,  as  it  were,  for  some  scapegoat  on  which 
to  lay  the  blame.  If  all  is  as  it  was  before,  we  can  find  no 
scapegoat;  but  if  a  collision,  a  new  element,  has  entered, 
we  lay  the  blame  upon  it,  whether  rightly  or  not  depends 
on  a  number  of  conditions.  In  our  case  it  would  depend 
upon  whether  it  be  true  or  not  that  the  collision  was  the 
only  new  element  that  entered  into  the  conditions.  If 
it  were,  and  we  could  know  it,  we  should  at  once  without 
hesitation  accept  it  as  the  cause  of  the  transference  of  the 
motion.  Whereas  a  mere  change  of  position  without  col- 
lision would  only  set  us  to  looking  for  some  other  change 
to  account  for  the  transference  of  motion. 

Hence  the  rational  ground  for  rejecting  attraction,  or, 
as  it  is  called,  actio  in  distans,  as  true  form  of  motion-trans- 
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ference,  is  that  such  an  hypothesis  ultimately  disregards 
the  law  of  causation  by  not  bringing  in  an  efficient  change 
in  the  conditions  to  account  for  the  change  in  the  result.^ 
To  take  up  our  second  or  remaining  problem.  How 
about  the  transference  of  motion  itself? 
a  thing?  This  question,  as  an  ultimate  one  of  the  inter- 
activity between  two  entities,  we  must  reserve  till  later. 


The  mean- 

Can  there  be  such  f «  «^  ^^^ 

term 
"  trans- 
ference of 
motion,"  in 
natural 
science. 


1  Lotze  (Metaphysics,  Book  II,  Chapter  V)  proves  that  '■'■motion  can 
only  be  an  effect  of  forces  acting  at  a  distance."  He  adds,  "To  speak  of 
action  when  the  elements  are  in  close  contact,  I  regard  as  a  contradiction." 
As  he  shows,  two  bodies  must  either  have  space  between  them  or  in  part 
coincide. 

But  true  as  all  this  argument  is,  it  really  fails  to  meet  the  essential 
problem.  The  expression  " collision,"  or  "contiguous  points  or  planes," 
in  geometry  means  that  an  infinitesimal  distance  intervenes,  means,  in 
short,  that  no  other  geometrical  object  intervenes.  This  last  marks  its 
true  significance.  The  doctrine  of  collision  then  merely  wishes  to  assert 
that  the  two  bodies  are  contiguous,  that  no  other  body  lies  between  them 
or  can  lie  between  them. 

But,  you  ask,  is  not  an  infinitesimal  distance  still  a  distance,  or  a  sepa- 
ration? We  reply  yes,  if  knowledge  or  science  ever  dealt  with  the  infin- 
itesimal ;  but  science  does  not  do  so.  It  deals  with  the  finite,  and  in 
terms  of  finite  quantities  the  two  bodies  are  in  collision.  If  we  dealt  with 
the  infinitesimal,  then  science  must  have  reached  the  limit  of  its  analysis, 
must  have  carried  it  on  to  infinity,  in  short,  it  would  have  ceased  to  be 
"relative  knowledge"  and  would  have  become  "  absolute  knowledge,"  a 
manifest  absurdity. 

"With  Lotze  we  too  maintain  that  ultimately  the  transference  of  motion 
and  the  division  of  the  world  into  separate  things  is  untenable.  But 
science  is  not  dealing  at  all  with  this  metaphysical  problem.  Science 
does  divide  and  has  to  divide  the  world  into  things,  and  then  finds  their 
relations.  So  likewise  science  regards  two  objects  as  truly  contiguous  as 
long  as  it  places  nothing  between  them.  The  doctrine  of  collision,  then,  as 
such,  does  not  claim  to  deal  absolutely  but  only  relatively  with  the  problem. 

A  further  significance  of  the  doctrine  of  collision  (and  for  us  it  seems 
the  really  final  and  alone  satisfying  argument)  could  be  brought  out  after 
a  discussion  of  the  nature  of  probability.  We  shall  there  try  to  show  that 
the  true  and  immediate  cause  in  nature  must  be  contiguous  to  the  object 
it  acts  upon  ;  and  therefore,  if  we  regard  a  distant  object  as  the  one  acting 
upon  the  given  object,  this  simply  leaves  the  problem  but  partially  an- 
swered, in  short,  gives  only  a  remote  cause.  Cf.  appendix  to  Chapter 
XII. 
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It  will  be  enough  for  oiir  present  purpose  to  show  just 
what  science  must  be  hold  to  mean  by  the  expression 
" tmusference  of  motion." 

In  the  case  of  the  two  moving  points  coming  into  col- 
lision science  means  that  there  are  tluee  elements,  first  a 
with  its  motion  a,  h  with  its  motion  /9,  next  the  collision, 
and  third  a  with  motion  a^  and  h  with  motion  ySg.  In 
short,  the  term  "transference  of  motion"  means,  in  the 
final  analysis,  not  that  motion  leaves  a  and  goes  to  5,  but 
that  a  and  h  after  the  collision  have  motions  of  a  different 
character  from  those  they  had  before.  •  Thus  the  expres- 
sion is  the  statement  of  a  fact,  and  not  an  explanation  of 
how  the  fact  arises.  It  does  not  mean  that  h  now  has 
motion  that  can  actually  be  identified  with  a's  previous 
motion;  but  it  means  that  J's  motion  has  changed,  and 
that  it  can  be  compared  with,  and  perhaps  in  some  ways 
can  be  found  to  be  of  the  same  kind,  as  a's  previous 
motion.  It  is  not  an  assertion  of  identity  or  an  expla- 
nation of  occurrence,  but  a  statement  of  resulting  facts 
and  their  similarity,  or  likeness,  to  previous  facts.  To 
take  the  reader  into  our  confidence,  a  gigantic  difficulty 
for  our  reflecting  reason  to  master  is  the  actual  occurrence 
of  a  literal  transference  of  motion.  We  shall  discuss  it 
later,  and  reject  it  as  an  impossibility.  Therefore  we 
wish  to  show  that  it  would  be  utterly  unfair  to  natural 
science  to  maintain  that  any  such  doctrine  is  taught  by 
it.  The  purposes  of  natural  science  in  no  way  demand 
that  we  should  take  sides  one  way  or  the  other  regarding 
this  metaphysical  problem.  Science's  laws  and  results 
would  be  the  same  no  matter  how  the  question  is  an- 
swered. Therefore  science  can  ignore  the  question,  yes, 
should  ignore  it,  and  hold  to  the  limited  meaning  of  the 
expression,  "transference  of  motion." 


CHAPTER   VIII 

THE  CONSERVATION  OE   MASS   AND   MOTION  ^ 

As  our  text-books  in  physics  inform  us,  science  main-  The  two 
tains  a  number  of  truths  concerning  the  motions  of  bodies,  before  us 
Thus  we  are  told,  in  the  principle  of  inertia,  that  a  mov- 
ing body  in  an  empty  space  would  move  on  forever  in  the 
same  direction,  with  the  same  rapidity;  or  otherwise  and 
technically  expressed,  "The  linear  momentum  of  a  body 
will  not  change  if  there  is  no  force  acting  on  it."  Again, 
if  two  bodies  come  in  collision,  the  sum  of  their  mass  and 
motion  is  not  altered.  Finally,  these  truths  lead  to  the 
general  principle,  the  quantity  of  matter  and  motion  in 
the  universe  are  constant,  the  so-called  principle  of  the 
conservation  of  energy,  or  the  persistence  of  force.  To 
use  this  principle  in  its  broadest  sense,  it  includes  pos- 
sibly three  assertions:  — 

1.  Matter  may  change  its  form,  be  divided,  scattered, 
recombined,  etc.,  but  it  is  never  annihilated.  Its  mass 
is  constant. 

2.  Motion  is  never  annihilated. 

3.  Energy,  or  the  power  of  doing  work,  may  change  its 
form,  but  is  never  annihilated. 

In  our  present  discussion  we  must  limit  ourselves  to 
two  questions  concerning  this  law.  (1)  Is  it  true? 
(2)  If  true,  is  it  an  ultimate  presupposition  or  axiom 

^  Parallel  Beading.  The  student  should  read  in  connection  with  this 
chapter,  Chapters  IV,  V,  VI,  VII,  and  VIII  of  Part  II  in  Mr.  Spencer's 
First  Principles.  Further  references  are  the  following :  Lotze,  Metaphys- 
ics, Book  II,  Chapter  IV ;  Stallo,  Concepts  and  Theories  of  Modern 
Physics,  Chapter  VI ;  Hoffding,  History  of  Modern  Philosophy,  Book  X, 
Chapter  I. 
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I.  The  truth 
of  the  prin- 
ciple of  con- 
servation. 


The  prin- 
ciple means 
relative  con- 
servation. 


Meaning  of 
the  term 
"  relative." 


of  science,  or  is  it  a  conclusion  from  experiments,  namelj', 
an  inductive  conclusion?     Is  it  a  priori  ov  a  i^osteriori? 

First,  are  we  sure  that  it  is  true  ?  That  depends  upon 
what  we  mean  to  assert. 

We  here  come  upon  one  of  the  great  truths  that  must 
busy  us  later  on,  namely,  the  relativity  of  all  our  knowl- 
edge. If  we  mean  that  absolutely  considered  matter  and 
motion  are  never  annihilated,  we  are  saying  that  which 
we  do  not  know.  If  we  mean  that  relatively  considered 
they  are  never  annihilated,  the  principle  of  conservation 
does  hold.i  What  do  we  imply  by  the  words  "  absolutely  " 
and  "relatively  "?  An  example  will  make  this  clear.  You 
and  I  measure  time  by  means  of  comparing  an  interval 
with  what  takes  place  in  that  interval.  For  instance,  a 
day  means  the  interval  in  which  the  earth  makes  a  com- 
plete revolution.  But  3'ou  might  ask,  How  do  I  know 
that  the  earth  revolves  to-da}^  at  the  same  rate  of  speed 
as  it  revolved  yesterday?  Might  not,  then,  the  interval 
called  a  day  keep  varying?  I  reply.  The  way  in  which 
I  know  that  the  earth  revolves  with  the  same  speed 
to-day  as  yesterday  is  that  I  compare  its  revolution  with 
other  events  that  happen  in  the  same  interval.  During 
that  time  the  planets  have  altered  their  position,  and  the 
sun  the  altitude  of  its  path  in  the  heaven.  Then,  too,  on 
the  earth  there  have  taken  place  in  the  twenty-four  hours 
thousands  of  events  that,  judged  from  experience,  agree 
■with  the  statement.  The  earth  has  not  taken  a  longer  or  a 
shorter  time  to  revolve  than  heretofore.  For  instance, 
our  best  clocks  show  that  noon  by  the  sun  to-day  is  indi- 
cated by  the  proper  point  on  their  dial,  that  is,  where  we 
should  expect  it  if  the  earth  had  moved  regularly.  But 
suppose  you  are  not  satisfied  with  this  answer;  suppose 
you  object,  "  How  do  I  know  that  all  these  thousands  of 
events  have  not  changed  their  rate  of  occurrence,  all  of 
course  in  the  same  ratio  ?  Suppose  some  world-demon  had 
1  Cf.  James  Ward,  Naturalism  and  Agnosticism,  Vol.  I,  p.  170  ff. 
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played  a  trick  on  us  over  night ;  had  kept  each  occurrence 
in  the  same  proportion  or  ratio  of  time  consumed;  Avhy 
might  he  not  have  changed  what  was  a  day  into  what  was 
a  million  of  years?"  Should  we  know  the  difference? 
We  reply,  "You  are  quite  right,  we  should  not."  If 
everything  happened  "relatively,"  that  is,  one  thing  as 
compared  with  another,  in  the  same  proportions  of  time, 
the  absolute  time  might  jump  back  and  forth  from  minutes 
to  millions  of  years  every  other  second  indefinitely  with- 
out you  or  me  knowing  the  difference.  Just  as  much 
work  would  be  done  in  a  da}-.  You  and  I  should  change 
and  grow  old  to  the  same  extent  in  a  day.  The  planets, 
the  sun,  the  earth,  would  alter  their  positions  in  the  same 
order  as  heretofore.  The  tides,  the  clocks,  and  all,  would 
move  in  complete  agreement  with  the  old  programme; 
but  yet  a  million  of  years  considered  absolutely,  namely, 
apart  from  any  comparison  with  definite  events,  might  now 
be  but  a  second.  In  short,  our  measurement  of  time  or 
anything  else  is  purely  relative ;  in  fact,  absolute  meas- 
urement is  a  contradiction  in  terms.  A  thing  is  so  long, 
so  big,  so  old,  all  in  relation  to  other  things.  It  is  a 
matter  of  comparison.  To  Rip  Van  Winkle  his  sleep, 
when  first  he  awoke,  had  been  but  over  night.  When 
he  walked  into  the  village,  saw  the  new  town  and  the 
new  faces,  dress,  customs,  and  so  on,  then,  and  only  then, 
could  he  realize  how  long  his  sleep  had  been. 

So,  also,  with  the  law  of  the  conservation  of  energy. 
Matter  and  motion  relatively,  or  comparatively  consid- 
ered, do  not  change  their  quantity,  but  are  constant.  A 
world-demon  might  annihilate  some  matter  and  motion 
and,  by  keeping  everything  in  the  same  proportions,  make 
the  world  seem  absolutely  the  same.  Therefore  our  law 
in  no  way  refers  to  the  absolute  quantity  (really  a  contra- 
diction in  terms,  for  quantity  means  the  result  of  measure- 
ment, i.e.  comparison),  but  to  the  relative  quantity;  and 
in  this  sense  the  law  holds. 
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II.  Is  the 

principle  an 
a  priori 
truth  ? 

All  measure- 
ment must 
ultimately 
assume  the 
accuracy  of 
the  means  of 
measure- 
ment, and 
this  means 
its  conser- 
vation. 


But  is  the  law  an  ultimate  axiom,  a  self-evident  or  a 
priori  truth,  or  is  it  known  to  be  true  only  by  experiinent 
or  observation  of  many  cases  ?     We  answer.  It  is  a  priori. 

Let  us  see.  The  reader  will  surel}^  admit  that  if  we 
get  a  result  by  measurement,  for  that  result  to  be  worth 
an^'thing  the  measurement  must  have  been  fairly  accurate. 
In  other  words,  he  will  surely  admit  that  those  who  say 
it  is  not  a  priori  and  yet  believe  in  its  truth  presup- 
pose in  their  doctrine  at  least  that  they  can  measure.  If 
they  cannot,  their  results  are  worthless ;  and  surely  they 
never  proved  anything  by  such  untrustworthy  measure- 
ment. This  granted,  we  turn  about  and  assert  that  you 
have  to  assume  the  conservation  of  mass  and  motion  before 
you  can  have  any  trustworthy  measurement.  In  short,  if 
we  are  right,  our  opponents  put  the  cart  before  the  horse. 
Their  position  is  a  great  petitio  principii,  or  begging  the 
question.  They  prove  the  conservation  by  measurement, 
and  then  they  prove  the  measurement  by  the  conservation. 

To  turn  to  the  proof  of  this  statement.  Let  us  take  a 
concrete  case.  We  turn  to  a  friend  and  ask  him  what 
time  it  is.  He  pulls  his  watch  from  his  pocket,  and 
answers,  "Twelve  o'clock."  We  reply:  "No,  it  is  not 
twelve  yet.  Your  watch  is  wrong."  He  then  goes  into 
the  next  room  to  look  at  a  clock  there,  and  returns,  saying, 
"This  clock  says  twelve."  We  reply  that  we  cannot  help 
that.  It  is  not  twelve.  Our  patient  friend  looks  at  other 
clocks  with  the  same  result.  We  reply,  as  before,  "  They 
are  all  wrong."  Well,  to  satisfy  our  doubting  spirit,  he 
telephones  to  an  astronomical  observatory  in  the  neigh- 
borhood and  asks  what  their  clock  says.  But  still  we 
maintain  that  he  is  wrong.  Next  he  appeals  directly  to  an 
astronomical  observation.  We  reply,  "Your  instruments 
are  not  accurate."  He  shows  us  the  care  with  which  the 
instruments  were  made  and  the  large  number  of  careful 
observations  by  which  his  results  have  been  verified.  So 
the  matter  might  go  on  indefinitely  between  us  and  our 
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scientific  friend.  Now  the  question  arises,  Where  is  the 
point  at  whicli  we  go  beyond  all  bounds  of  reason,  and 
where  our  opposition  becomes  not  any  longer  a  legitimate 
doubt,  but  sheer  nonsense?  Let  us  see.  He  keeps  ap- 
pealing to  better  and  better  clocks,  to  better  and  better 
instruments,  to  better  and  better  observers,  to  better  and 
better  means  of  measurement  in  general.  And  we  all 
agree  that  he  does  rightly  in  so  doing.  But  what  consti- 
tutes a  better  measure,  a  more  accurate  clock,  and  so  on  ? 
We  should  be  told  about  its  careful  construction,  and, 
above  all,  of  the  care  with  which  it  is  kept.  A  clock 
would  be  kept  in  the  same  temperature.  A  standard  yard 
measure  would  be  handled  with  exceedingf  care  lest  fric- 
tion  of  handling  might  wear  it  away,  and  so  on.  In 
making  the  observations  all  manner  of  care  would  be 
taken  to  make  allowance  in  our  results  for  every  variation 
in  any  of  the  accompanying  circumstances.  The  barome- 
ter would  be  consulted,  the  refraction  of  the  air,  as  far 
as  it  might  be  a  varying  factor,  would  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration. In  short,  anything  that  might  in  any  way  affect 
the  action  of  our  instruments  and  the  accuracy  of  our  ob- 
servations would  have  to  be  carefully  computed  before  we 
should  feel  assured.  But  right  here  we  ask  our  opponents 
what  good  is  all  this  care  in  measuring.  The  answer 
would  no  doubt  be.  To  measure,  you  must  have  each  time 
absolutely  the  same  means  of  measurement,  and  you  must 
try  to  get  them,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  through 
making  necessary  allowances  in  the  results.  But  what 
is  our  opponent  presupposing?     Is  it  not  this,  that  an  Therefore 

instrument  of  measurement  under   absolutely  the   same  t^eprmcipie 

•^    ,  IS  the  pre- 

conditions will  give  the  same  results?     But  right  here  supposition 

could  we  not  push  him  through  the  endless  series  of  ques-  prem^sTof 
tions  again  till  he  told  us  how  he  knew  that  the  same  all  measure- 
conditions  were  surrounding  the  instrument  and  govern-  ^^'^  ' 
ing  its  application ;  how  he  knew  that  the  instrument 
itself  had  not  undergone  a  change  in  the  interval  that 
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would  throw  out  of  court  at  once  all  his  results?  All  our 
opponent  could  do  would  be  to  measure  the  instruments 
and  show  that  they  had  not  changed.  But,  again,  we 
could  call  his  measurement  in  question.  Whither  would 
he  then  have  to  retreat  to  escape  our  objections  ?  Ulti- 
mately, to  the  statement  that  an  instrument  is  always  the 
same  if  nothing  happens  to  it,  namely,  if  it  is  kept  care- 
fully enough.  But,  Mr.  Opponent,  is  that  anything  else 
than  the  doctrine  that  the  mass  or  the  motion  of  your  in- 
strument is  forever  the  same  under  the  same  conditions? 
Then,  again,  if  it  has  altered  its  nature  or  characteristics 
in  any  way,  you  discover  this  by  assuming  that  some  other 
instrument  has  not.  In  short,  we  force  your  measurement 
right  down  to  the  point  where  we  show  that  you  are 
assuming,  and  have  to  assume,  the  principles  of  the  in- 
ertia of  matter  and  of  the  indestructibility  of  matter,  and 
that  in  a  collision  between  two  bodies  the  one  loses  as 
much  motion  as  the  other  gains.  If  these  fundamental 
principles  be  not  valid,  neither  is  your  measurement  trust- 
worth}',  nor  can  it  be.  But  these  fundamental  principles 
are  nothing  else  than  the  law  of  conservation.  In  short, 
to  have  any  measurement  trustworthy,  it  has  to  appeal  to 
this  law  for  its  justification.  If  the  law  of  conservation 
depends  upon  measurement  for  its  proof,  then  the  two 
proofs  are  mutually  dependent  and  are  together  a  begging 
of  the  whole  question. 

Therefore  our  final  conclusion  is  valid;  the  law  of  con- 
servation is  an  axiom.  1     It  is  not  the  conclusion  of  any 

1  An  objection  that  may  be  raised  against  the  principle  of  the  conserva- 
tion of  motion  is  the  fact  called  potential  energy.  It  may  be  said,  poten- 
tial energy  is  not  motion,  that  is,  motion  can  pass  into  a  state  that  is  not 
motion. 

To  this  we  may  reply,  as  a  question  of  physics,  different  forms  of  poten- 
tial energy  may  sometimes  be  found  to  be  merely  molecular  motion  within 
the  mass.  The  particles  may  be  vibrating.  As  a  matter  of  philosophy, 
the  expression  "potential  energy"  in  no  way  describes  the  present  fact, 
but  the  future.    It  does  not  tell  us  what  is  taking  place  within  the  mass  to 
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quantitative  comparison,  but  the  very  presupposition  on 
which  the  comparison  logically  rests. 

We  have  here  met  two  very  important  problems.    First,   The  present 
what  do  we  mean  by  a  law  or  proposition  being  self-evi-  ^e\°  r^m  " 
dent  or  a  priori?     The  full  meaning  of  this  term  must  be   "a priori:' 
brought  out  gradually  as  we  proceed.     So  far  we  mean  by 
it,  any  truth  that  forms  a  fundamental  presupposition. 
As  we  know  from  the  study  of  logic,  every  conclusion  is 
drawn  from  one  or  more  premises.     Should  any  one  ask  us, 
Are  the  premises  true?  we  should  be  rationally  obliged  A  priori 

,1,1  •  •      X  1       •  r  J.      means  an 

to  make  these  premises,  in  turn,  conclusions  oi  arguments  ultimate 
that  would  establish  them.     We  should  have  to  seek  for  premise, 
further  premises.      Now  this  calling  into  question  the  such  must 
truth  of   our  premises  would  have  to  stop  somewhere,   i*©  assumed 

, ,  .  ,111  1  •  3,nd  cannot 

otherwise  our  opponent  would  keep  us  busy  proving  our  ^e  proved, 
premises  for  the  rest  of  our  days.  Where  should  we  stop  ? 
Of  course  wherever  we  get  premises  whose  truth  our  op- 
ponent grants.  Such  a  premise  from  the  point  of  view  of 
this  individual  argument  would  be  an  a  prioj-i  premise. 
But  usually  we  do  not  mean  by  an  a  priori  truth  a  prem- 
ise of  one  particular  argument,  but  of  all  arguments  as 
far  as  this  particular  truth  may  enter  them.  In  short,  an 
a  priori  truth  is  one  that  can  never  rationally  be  called 
into  question,  but  must  be  granted,  and  is  granted,  by 

which  we  ascribe  the  energy.  On  the  contrary,  it  implies  that  we  do  not 
know.  However,  if  we  make  the  question  a  problem,  we  should  never 
regard  a  motionless  condition  of  the  atoms  composing  it  as  a  solution. 
We  should  always  try  to  analyze  further  until  we  discover  some  motion  of 
parts  that  would  afford  an  explanation  of  the  motion  the  given  object  can 
produce.  We  should  always  feel  any  other  answer  not  a  solution  of  the 
problem  but  a  confession  of  its  remaining  unsolved,  for  we  should  feel  that 
mechanically  we  had  otherwise  an  effect  without  a  cause. 

One  of  the  lessons  to  learn  from  just  such  principles,  which  should  be 
more  and  more  evident  as  we  proceed,  is  the  answer  to  the  questions,  What 
will  science  accept  as  a  solution  to  any  given  problem  and  what  will  never 
seem  a  solution  ?  Such  a  case  was  that  of  gravitation.  The  word  "at- 
traction" in  physics  cannot  be  an  ultimate  explanation  but  only  a  con- 
fession of  ignorance. 
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all.  It  is  never  itself  a  conclusion  of  an  argument.  Thus 
we  might  define  an  a  priori  truth  as  one  that  always 
serves  as  a  premise,  never  as  a  conclusion.  In  fact,  we 
shall  see  that  it  is  impossible  to  prove  an  a  priori  truth; 
or,  to  put  this  in  another  wa}',  to  prove  it  you  would 
have  to  assume  it.  In  short,  to  prove  an  a  priori  truth 
involves  3'ou  in  the  fallacy  of  petitio  principil.  An  a 
priori  truth  has  to  be  granted  us,  and  therefore  we  have 
to  appeal  to  our  rational  opponent  whether  the  truth  is 
not  self-evident.  If  it  is  not,  if  he  demand  a  proof,  we 
are  helpless  to  argue  with  him. 

Now  we  have  just  seen  that  the  law  of  conservation  is 
such  a  truth.  To  prove  it  we  should  have  to  measure 
matter  and  motion ;  but  to  measure  matter  and  motion,  we 
have  to  assume  it  as  one  of  our  premises.  Hence  our 
opponent  must  grant  it  or  else  give  up  the  very  possibility 
of  measuring  anything  quantitatively.  It  is  the  ultimate 
principle,  or  premise,  of  all  quantitative  measurement. 
The  reader  may  ask,  very  justly,  the  question.  May  not 
the  very  possibility  of  quantitative  measurement  be  called 
into  question  ?  This  problem  should  be  pointed  out  here, 
but  we  must  reserve  its  solution  till  later. 
The  so-  The  second  important  question  is  this.     Our  opponent 

called  indue-  ^       t£   J^^        ^  r  j.*  i        i  •      • 

tive  proof  of  ^^J  ^^^'  ^^  ^'^^  '•^^^  ^^  Conservation  be  known  a  priori^ 
the  prill-  -why  has  it  happened  that  it  was  discovered  through  actual 
experiment?  The  answer  is  easy.  An  a  priori  law, 
namely,  a  presupposition,  may  be  made  by  us  very  often 
without  our  being  conscious  that  we  are  making  such  an 
assumption.  Do  we  never  meet  a  man  or  woman  that  has 
not  a  large  number  of  opinions  that  he  or  she  never  calls 
into  question ;  that  he  or  she  hardly  realizes  as  being  pre- 
supposed the  whole  time  ?  Do  we  not  all  have  our  preju- 
dices; are  we  not  all  in  some  things  narrow-minded? 
Does  not  our  psychology  show  that  each  one  of  us  is  an 
old  fogy  where  habit  and  environment  have  bound  us 
down   to   definite   lines    of   thought?     So,    likewise,    in 
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science,  many  and  many  a  presupposition  is  constantly 
made  —  made  even  for  centuries  —  and  never  called  into 
question  by  the  scientific  mind;  never  even  noticed  by 
thinkers.  Some  day  a  genius  happens  to  notice  such  a 
presupposition,  calls  to  it  the  attention  of  the  scientific 
world,  and,  perhaps  by  calling  it  into  question  or  proving 
it  false  and  something  else  true,  works  almost  a  revolu- 
tion in  some  great  field  of  one  of  the  special  sciences. 

So  the  fact  that  we  are  unconscious  of  presuppositions 
is  no  necessary  proof  that  they  are  not  made.  What  the 
so-called  experimental  proof  of  the  law  of  conservation 
did,  was  to  discover  and  bring  clearly  to  men's  minds  just 
this  law.  They  may  have  thought  they  proved  it,  but 
their  proof  really  presupposed  it.  In  short,  the  discovery 
of  a  law  is  something  very  different  from  its  verification. 
The  experiments  referred  to  did  attract  the  world's  atten- 
tion to  the  law.  But  though  to  the  experimenter  they 
seemed  also  to  prove  the  law,  they  really  presupposed  it. 
That  the  experiments  proved  nothing  at  all,  of  course  we 
do  not  assert.  What  they  proved  is  for  the  physicist,  not 
for  us,  to  determine.  One  thing,  however,  we  logicians 
know  that  they  did  not  prove :  they  did  not  prove  truths 
they  presupposed. 


CHAPTER  IX 


THE  MECHANICAL   THEORY  ^ 


The  Atomic 
Mechauical 
and  the 
Dynamical 
Theories  of 
Nature. 


There  have  been  thus  far  two  standpoints  coming  to 
the  surface  in  our  discussion.  There  has  been,  first,  that 
standpoint  from  which  the  world  of  nature  appears  to  be 
a  world  made  up  of  atoms.  All  the  processes  of  nature, 
from  the  origin  of  the  solar  system,  from  the  geological 
and  meteorological  transformations  in  nature,  all  the  way 

1  Historical  Note. 

The  ^Mechanical  Theory  dates  from  the  days  of  Deraocritus  (about 
460-360  B.C.).  The  chief  names  associated  with  it  in  the  Gr£eco-Roman 
■world  are  Leucippus  and  Democritus,  Epicurus  (341-270  b.c),  and  Lucre- 
tius (98-54  B.C.).  Among  the  later  schools  both  the  Epicurean  and  Stoic 
held  to  a  mechanical  natural  philosophy. 

Concerning  this  theory  in  antiquity  read  Weber,  History  of  Philosophy, 
pp.  55-58,  and  Windelband,  History  of  Philosophy,  Section  10,  "The 
System  of  Materialism." 

To  turn  to  the  modern  world.  We  must  look  chiefly  to  Galileo  (1564- 
1642)  for  the  birth  of  modern  mechanics  and  with  it  of  the  modern  me- 
chanical theory  with  its  application  of  mathematics  to  the  solution  of  natural 
problems.  In  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries  the  mechanical 
theory  as  a  general  interpretation  of  the  world  reaches  the  height  of  its 
supremacy  in  the  thought  of  Europe.  To  it  belong  the  names  of  Des 
Cartes  (1596-1650),  the  Cartesians,  Spinoza  (1632-1677),  Isaac  Newton 
(1642-1727).  (Read  Sections  30  and  31  in  Windelband's  History  of 
Philosophy.) 

In  the  eighteenth  century,  there  was,  especially  in  France,  a  strong 
materialistic  mechanical  movement.  (Cf.  Section  60  in  Weber's  History 
of  Philosophy  and  pp.  479-481  in  Windelband's.) 

Opposed  to  the  mechanical  theory  and  offering  in  its  place  a  dynamical 
one  stands  the  philosophy  of  Leibniz  (1046-1710).  (Cf.  Windelband, 
p.  420  ff.) 

The  name  representing  the  final  standpoints  of  the  mechanical  theory 
of  the  eighteenth  century  is  that  of  Laplace. 
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up  to  the  formation  of  living  organisms,  their  evolution, 
their  highest  forms  in  man  and  his  nervous  system,  yes, 
on  up  to  all  the  material  phenomena  of  society  and  human 
achievement,  all  these  processes  are  to  be  explained  as 
the  action  and  interaction  of  an  indefinite  number  of 
atomic  bodies.  All  these  things  can  be  analyzed  into 
these  atoms  and  their  changes  or  processes ;  their  forma- 
tion and  transformations  are  but  the  motions  and  trans- 
ferred motions  of  particles  obeying  ever  the  Newtonian 
principles  of  motion.  Could  we  but  know  each  atom,  its 
mass,  its  motion,  the  direction  of  that  motion,  and  its 
position  in  space,  then  the  remainder  of  a  complete  expla- 
nation and  complete  prediction  of  all  nature's  phenom- 
ena would  be  but  a  mathematical  problem;  of  course  a 
problem  of  indefinite  complexity  and  one  bej'ond  our 
means  of  calculation,  but  still  only  a  problem  of  mathe- 
matics. A  world-demon  with  this  information  and  with 
the  adequate  mathematical  ability  could  predict  to  the 
second  all  the  phenomena  of  life  and  society,  the  events 
of  history,  the  rising  and  falling  of  empires  and  civiliza- 
tions, the  composition  of  books,  the  lives  and  fates  of 
men,  the  evolution  and  dissolution  of  our  race,  our  earth, 
our  solar  and  sidereal  systems.  From  beginning  to  end 
all  would  be  but  atoms  bounding  and  rebounding  according 
to  mechanical  laws. 

Then  again,  we  have  held  to  a  second  standpoint.  We 
have  frankly  admitted  the  validity  of  this  atomic  and  me- 
chanical analysis  and  explanation  of  nature ;  but  we  have 
maintained  that  it  is  only  an  abstraction,  and  as  such  not  a 

On  the  general  history  of  the  Mechanical  Theory  the  student  is  referred 
to  the  great  work  of  Lange,  History  of  Materialism,  to  which  we  shall 
refer  also  in  the  chapter  on  Materialism.  Another  important  work  to 
which  reference  should  be  made  is  that  of  Kurd  Lasswitz,  Geschichte  der 
Atomistik  vom  Mittelalter  bis  Newton.  2  vols.  Hamburg  and  Leipzig, 
1890. 

The  nineteenth  century  added  little  to  the  philosophy  of  the  Mechanical 
Theory. 


between  the 
two  views 
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complete  picture  of  the  real  nature.  We  admit  all  that 
is  said  from  the  first  standpoint  about  the  ability  of  a 
world-demon  to  analyze  and  to  predict.  Such  intellectual 
achievements  in  miniature  and  fragments  we  see  accom- 
plished every  day  of  our  lives.  Yet,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  world  of  nature  is,  as  we  have  learned,  something 
more  than  mere  atoms.  To  say  that  it  is  only  atoms  would 
be  as  absurd  as  it  would  be,  did  a  geometrician  say  nature 
is  composed  only  of  points  or  triangles.  Points  and  tri- 
angles are  mere  abstractions ;  but  so  also  are  atoms.  We 
have  found  that  the  real  world  is  one  infinitely  rich  in 
elements,  in  qualities,  in  characteristics.  The  real  world, 
the  concrete  world,  contains  infinitely  more  than  any  of 
our  sciences  with  their  abstractions  tell  us. 
The  conflict  Here  we  come  upon  a  point  where  men  differ  and  enter 
into  dispute.  Some  men,  led  astray  by  the  truths  of  the 
atomic  theorj-,  have  actually  gone  so  far  as  to  say  the 
world  of  nature  is,  after  all,  only  atoms  and  their  bound- 
ing and  rebounding.  There  is  nothing  else.  They  have 
looked  upon  the  complete  story  of  the  atoms  as  a  complete 
stor}^  of  nature.  They  have  said:  When  natural  science  is 
fully  worked  out,  she  will  have  given  us  all  there  is  to 
know;  we  shall  know  the  world  as  it  is.  This  doctrine 
is  a  mechanical  materialism.  The  trouble  with  this 
doctrine  is,  as  we  have  seen,  that  a  truth  has  been  mis- 
understood and  its  meaning  and  significance  grossly  ex- 
aggerated. The  atomic  theory  holds  of  the  world,  but  it 
is  not  a  complete  description  of  the  world.  Materialism 
has  often  blindly  identified  the  two. 

But  right  here  its  opponents  tend  to  go  to  the  other 
extreme.  They  have  seen  how  the  atomic  theory  fails  to 
explain  or  to  account  for  all  reality;  and  therefore  they 
have  maintained  against  the  atomic  mechanical  theory 
that  it  does  not  hold  at  all,  or  not  universally,  that  nature 
cannot  be  accounted  for  as  a  world  of  atoms  bounding  and 
rebounding;  and  so  they  give  us  another  theory,  that  we 
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shall  call  the  dynamical  theory.  Here,  again,  a  truth 
has  been  misunderstood  and  its  meaning  grossly  exag- 
gerated. The  atomic  theory  does  hold  universally  in 
nature.  All  nature's  events  can  be  analyzed  into  atoms 
and  their  motions,  as  science  is  attempting  to  do.  This 
does  not  mean,  however,  that  such  an  analysis  accounts 
for  all  the  elements  that  make  up  nature;  no,  indeed. 
This  we  have  already  shown.  But  this  truth  militates  in 
no  way  against  the  atomic  theory  rightly  understood.  It 
militates  against  materialism,  it  is  true,  but  no  more.  In 
short,  an  atomic  explanation  of  nature  is  a  valid  interpre- 
tation, but  it  is  not  a  complete  one.  There  is  then  for  us 
a  middle  position  between  materialism,  with  its  mechani- 
cal explanation  of  nature  in  its  totality,  and  the  oppos- 
ing dynamical  theory  that  nature  is  not  the  product  of 
atoms  and  their  motion,  that  the  mechanical  theory  does 
not  hold. 

Our  position  we  may  put  then  as  follows :  — 

If   we   seek  for   a  complete,    all-including   picture  of  The  recon- 
nature,  it  must  be  found  along  the  lines  of  the  dynamical  the^twT  ^ 
theory.     When  we  separate  motion  from  the  moving  body,   theories. 
our  act  is  one  of  abstracting  two  elements  that  do  not,  and  i^^^g  hold  of 
cannot,  exist  apart.     The  true  reality  is  one  undergoing  all  nature, 
changes  and  possessed  of  all  its  secondary  qualities.     The  exhaust- 
dynamical  theory,   in  so  far  as  it  refuses  to  separate  the  iveiyde- 
motion,  or  activity,  oj  the  mass  from  the  mass,   that  sees  in 
the  atom  or  mass  a  self-acting  entity,  is  nearer  this  complete 
description.      Yet,  as  we  have  said,  we  must  give  its  due 
to  the  mechanical   hypothesis.     The    mechanical    theory 
is  the  logical  outcome  of  the  analysis  of  the  objects  and 
activities  of  nature  that  must  precede  their  interpretation. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  dynamical  theory  is  right  in 
maintaining  that  the  complete  story  of  nature  cannot  be 
told  in  mechanical  terms.     In  short,  we  deny  that  the  two 
theories  are  contradictory.     Both  stand  for  complement- 
ary truths.     Nature  is  mechanical;    it  obeys  mechanical 
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laws.  But  nature  is  more,  too.  Nature,  from  another 
point  of  view,  is  dynamical.  This  other  point  of  view, 
however,  carries  us  beyond  the  present  problem,  as  we 
have  limited  it. 

Thus  stience  rightly  feels  that  all  forms  of  nature's 
activities  are  in  accord  with  mechanical  laws,  and  that  on 
this  account  she  should  carry  her  analysis  into  every  field, 
and  there  attempt  to  reduce  all  the  phenomena  to  a 
mechanical  system.  The  history  of  civilization  is  theo- 
retically as  mechanical  a  process  as  is  the  flow  of  a  river 
from  an  inland  lake  to  the  sea.  The  mechanics  of  the  one 
series  of  events  may  be  complicated  to  such  an  extent  that 
we  know,  in  comparison  to  the  other  series,  little  about 
it;  but  none  the  less  science  sets  herself  the  same  ulti- 
mate ideal  in  each  case,  atoms  and  their  motions. 

But  remember,  there  is  all  the  difference  in  the  world 
between  the  statement,  "  A  series  of  events  obeys  mechani- 
cal laws,"  and  the  statement,  "A  series  of  events  is  ex- 
haustively described  in  an  account  of  the  mechanical  laws 
that  it  obeys."  The  river  would  be  far  more,  yes,  almost 
infinitely  more,  adequately  described  in  an  account  of  its 
mechanics  than  would  be  the  history  of  civilization.  The 
one,  to  our  minds,  seems  infinitely  richer  in  variety  and 
complexity  of  content  than  does  the  other.  For  this 
reason  we  should  go  away  far  more  easily  satisfied  with 
the  mechanical  explanation  in  the  one  case  than  in  the 
other.  We  have  accepted  the  mechanical  theory  as  an 
ideal  of  natural  science  in  its  interpretation  of  nature's 
doings.  We  have  not  (as  we  shall  see  later)  accepted  it 
as  the  last  word  metaphysics  has  to  say  about  nature. 


CHAPTER  X 


SPACE  AND   TIME^ 


In  our  reflective  study  of  nature  we  are  next  to  discuss  Nature 
two  of  its  chief  characteristics.     Nature  is  a  spatial  and  a  ^jj^^  ^j^^ 
temporal  world.     As  we  have  already  said,  we  believe  our  space, 
universe  extends  on  indefinitely  in  space,  to  which  we  can 
think  no  bounds.     Then,  again,  we  look  upon  the  present 

1  This  chapter  leaves  out  of  consideration  many  of  the  most  important 
problems  that  have  been  raised  concerning  space  and  time.  The  reason 
for  so  doing  is  this :  these  problems  do  not  belong  to  that  of  space  and 
time  as  such.     They  belong  to  larger  questions. 

1.  TJiere  is  the  problem  of  the  phenomenality  of  space  and  time. 
Kant  and  others  deny  their  absolute  reality,  regarding  them  as  only  em- 
pirically  real.  They  are  the  forms  of  our  intuition,  and  as  such  are  the 
products  of  the  mind.  This  whole  question  must  be  brought  under  the 
larger  question  of  Idealism  versus  Realism.  If  we  refuse  to  distinguish 
between  absolute  reality  and  empirical  reality,  if  the  real  world  is  the 
empirical  world  and  it  alone,  then  it  is  absurd  to  talk  of  space  being  phe- 
nomenal. Space  must  then  be  as  truly  a  part  or  element  of  the  real 
world  as  is  any  other  element. 

For  the  Kantian  doctrine  read  Windelband,  pp.  537-541 ;  Weber,  pp. 
437-444;  and  in  Watson's  Selections  from  Kant,  "The  Transcendental 
Esthetic." 

2.  The  Problem  of  Conceptual  Space  as  opposed  to  Perceptual  Space. 
By  conceptual  space  is  meant  not  the  space  that  we  perceive,  but  that 
we  construct  mentally  by  abstraction,  the  space  we  study  in  geometry 
and  mechanics ;  whereas  perceptual  space  is  the  space  our  eyes  and 
hands  actually  reveal  to  us.  Is  there  anything  on  earth  in  connection  with 
which  we  do  not  have  this  same  problem  ?  Who  ever  perceived  all  the 
rooms  in  a  palace  at  once  ?  Who  ever  saw  all  the  parts  of  his  body  ?  Is 
there  then  a  conceptual  palace  and  a  perceptual  palace ;  my  conceptual 
body  and  my  perceptual  body  ?  All  objects  as  dealt  with  by  knowledge 
are  conceptual.  Are  all  objects,  therefore,  unreal  ?  As  we  shall  see  later 
the  word  "  real  "  has  two  meanings,  and  thus  we  can  quibble.  Real  as 
applied  to  the  perceptual  has  a  different  meaning  from  real  as  applied  to 
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order  of  things  in  our  world  as  the  child  of  the  past;  but 
the  past,  in  turn,  was  the  child  of  a  yet  remoter  past,  and 
so  on  indefinitely.  Similarly,  the  future  will  be  the  child 
of  the  present  and,  in  turn,  the  parent  of  a  remoter  future. 
In  this  way  we  speak  of  our  world  as  extending  indefi- 
nitely in  time.  We  can  think  of  changes  taking  place, 
and  therefore  having  a  beginning  and  an  ending;  but  a 
beginning  or  an  ending  for  nature  as  a  whole  we  cannot 
conceive.  As  a  consequence  we  look  upon  its  existence 
in  time  as  limitless. 

To  join  our  two  statements  together,  the  world  of  nature 
exists  indefinitely  in  space  and  time.  But  when  we 
make  this  statement,  does  it  occur  to  us  to  ask  what  are 
these  things,   space  and  time,   in  which  nature  exists? 

the  conceptual.  But  if  you  will  only  use  the  word  true  for  the  conceptual 
and  real  for  the  perceptual,  the  difficulty  should  disappear.  Then  it  is 
absurd  to  ask  whether  our  conceptual  knowledge  is  real !  Our  conceptual 
knowledge  is  true  ;  that  is,  its  assertions  hold  of  reality.  It  is  absurd 
then  to  ask  whether  any  object  as  we  conceive  it  is  real,  but  we  should 
ask,  Does  our  conception  hold  true  ? 

The  whole  problem  then  is,  Do  the  space  and  time  of  geometry  and 
mechanics  hold  true  of  the  real  world,  do  mathematics  and  mechanics  hold 
true  of  reality?  This  and  this  alone  is  the  problem  of  the  "Reality  of 
Space  and  Time."  All  conceptions  are  ideal,  but  then  the  opposite,  "  real," 
has  a  very  different  meaning  from  "  reality  "  as  applied  to  space.  In  this 
last  sense,  i.e.  as  opposed  to  ideality,  reality  cannot  be  affirmed  of  any 
object  of  knowledge,  as  we  shall  see  later. 

3.  There  is  the  question  raised  and  argued  so  ably  by  Kant, 
Whether  space  and  time  are  conceptions  at  all.  For  him  they  were  per- 
ceptions, or  intuitions.  True,  "space"  and  "time"  are  not  general 
terms  like  "horse,"  "cat,"  "dog,"  etc.,  i.e.  terms  applicable  to  many 
different  objects.  But  space  and  time  are  conceptions  in  that  broader 
sense  in  which  any  synthesis  of  thought  is  conceptual.  We  cannot  per- 
ceive space  as  a  whole,  as  Kant  himself  later  admits.  But  on  this  whole 
question  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  admirable  chapter  of  Edward  Caird, 
in  the  Critical  Philosophy  of  Kant,  Vol.  I,  Book  I,  Chapter  II,  "The 
Esthetic,"  especially  pages  289-295. 

Cf.  also  The  Grammar  of  Science  by  Karl  Pearson,  2d  ed. ,  Chapter  V, 
"  Space  and  Time,"  e.specially  as  a  reference  under  the  second  problem, 
"the  reality  of  conceptual  space." 

4.  The  Frohlem  of  the  Genesis  of  our  Space-perceptions.  This  problem 
belongs  to  pyschology,  not  to  philosophy. 
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In  our  study  of  geometry  and  mechanics  we  talked  about 
geometrical  figures  and  their  location  in  space,  and  of 
points,  or  bodies,  moving  about  in  an  empty  space.     But 
what  is  space?     Did  we  ever  see  it?     Yes  and  no.     We  What  are 
have  never  seen  an  absolutely  empty  space,  that  is,  a  space   gpacV?" 
with  no  colored  background.     Surely  looking  at  an  abso- 
lutely empty  space  our  eyes  would  receive  no  stimulus  Mere  empty 
from  it,  and  we  should  not  see  any  space  unless  by  way  fPf^cean 

''      '-  J  J     impossible 

of  illusion  or  hallucination.  But  what  would  an  abso-  experience, 
lutely  empty  space  seem  like  ?  It  would  have  no  color, 
no  temperature ;  it  would  contain  no  material  entity  and 
no  moving  entity.  It  would  have  none  of  these  character- 
istics. But  let  us  not  say  what  it  would  not  have.  What 
characteristics  would  it  have?  Mere  extension  and  the 
capacity  to  contain.  But  is  there  really  such  a  thing  as 
an  entity  with  this  poverty  of  characteristics  ?  Have  we 
not  here,  again,  something  like  the  geometrician's  plane, 
an  abstraction,  not  a  concrete  reality?  One  statement 
is  surely  true,  we  never  saw  or  perceived  any  such  entity 
if  this  is  what  space  is.  We  never  saw  space  all  by  itself. 
But  perhaps  a  reader  will  reply,  "  True,  we  never  saw 
empty  space,  namely,  mere  space,  but  this  is  no  proof 
that  space  is  not  an  entity,  and  could  not  exist  as  such 
irrespective  of  the  existence  of  other  entities."  To  such 
a  critic  might  we  not  reply  that  his  statement  would  hold 
just  as  well  of  any  abstraction  admittedly  such  ?  You  and 
I  never  saw  a  house  in  the  abstract.  Every  house  we  ever 
saw  was  some  particular  concrete  house;  but  that  is  no 
proof  that  somewhere,  somehow,  there  is  a  house  that  is 
not  any  particular  house,  but  is  the  abstract  house. 
Surely  our  opponent  will  admit  that  such  experiences  of 
house  in  the  abstract  and  space  as  such,  or  empty  space, 
are  on  the  same  plane,  namely,  are  impossible  experiences. 
A  colorless  extension  were  to  our  seeing  mind  no  vision 
whatever;  an  empty  space  were  to  our  touch  no  sensation 
of  touch ;  to  our  sense  of  motion  (of  course  apart  from  our 
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Therefore 
empty  space 
or  mere 
space  as 
sacb  cannot 
be  part  of 
the  spatial 
world  we  do 
experience. 


Empty 
space  is 
then  not  an 
entity  but  a 
mere  mental 
abstraction. 


own  motions)  no  sensation  whatever.  In  short,  our  oppo- 
nent claims  that  there  may  exist  something  that  our 
minds,  from  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  cannot  experi- 
ence. All  well  and  good;  we  accept  the  problem  as  a 
problem  and  shall  try  to  answer  it  later  on  in  another 
chapter.  But  surely,  so  far  our  opponent  will  agree  with 
us,  that  what  he  and  we  call  space  is  not  something  be- 
longing to  a  world  we  have  never  experienced,  but  some- 
thing that  belongs  to  the  real  world,  —  to  which  we  all 
belong  and  with  which  we  are  all  familiar  through  every 
day's  experience.  As  a  consequence,  anything  like  empty 
space,  as  asserted  of  that  world,  is  not  some  entity  that  we 
see  or  perceive,  but  is  evidently  a  mere  abstraction.  Nature 
is  a  spatial  world;  but  to  take  away  space  from  it,  or  it 
from  space,  leaves,  not  something  as  a  remainder,  but 
nothing  whatever.  It  is  like  the  story  of  the  man  that 
sold  his  shadow.  The  shadow  was  rolled  up,  put  into  a 
bag;  off  ran  the  purchaser  with  his  new  possession,  leav- 
ing the  seller  without  a  shadow.  The  question  is.  How 
did  it  all  happen?  The  answer  is  easy.  It  did  not  hapjDen. 
The  man  without  the  shadow  was  a  nonentity.  His 
shadow  in  the  bag  was  likewise  a  nonentity.  Space 
apart  from  nature,  nature  apart  from  space,  are  both  of 
the  same  class  —  nonentities. 

We  have  here,  again,  the  old  story,  an  abstract  name 
turned  into  a  concrete  entity.  As  the  result  of  an  abstrac- 
tion, "space"  has  meaning.  As  a  concrete  thing,  space 
by  itself  is  like  a  triangle  by  itself  —  a  creature  of  the 
mind  having  no  objective  existence.  Just  as  there  are 
things  triangular,  things  to  which  we  can  apply  the  laws 
and  properties  of  triangles,  so  there  are  things  spatial  to 
which  we  can  apply  the  laws  and  properties  of  space. 
To  study  space  we  deal  with  it  abstracted  from  all  else ; 
our  mind  deals,  and  must  deal,  with  abstractions,  because 
it  must  dissect  one  problem  away  from  all  others  in  order 
to    concentrate    attention     upon    it.      But    this    dissec- 
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tion  by  the  mind  is  a  method  of  investigation,  not  any 
world-creative  power.  Fairy  tales  may  talk  of  shadows 
rolled  up  in  bags,  but  fairy  tales  cannot  create  any  such 
realities.  Neither  can  science.  Space  is  an  abstraction  of 
utmost  importance  to  science.  So  similarly  is  time. 
But,  as  realities,  they  are  not  something  apart  from  the 
world  that  exists  "in  them." 

The  real  world  of  nature  is,  then,  a  spatial  and  a  tem-  Spac«  and 
poral  world ;  and  we  mean  by  space  and  time  certain  char-  ^gai 
acteristics  of  that  world  abstracted  by  our  intellect  for  elements  of 

rrn  •    •  7  •  7  ^^  world 

study  by  themselves.     They  are  not  entities  or  things  ;  they  but  not 
are  abstractions.  entities. 

However,  this  does  not  mean  that  science  should  not  still  empty 

...  ,  ,  1  •  n    space  has 

continue  to  use  empty  space  as  a  concept  and  conceive  all  ^u  office  as 
manner  of  constructions  in  it.    Even  the  expression  "abso-  ^  concept  in 
lute  motion  "  may  be  serviceable  and  have  its  consistent 
meaning.  1 

1  Cf.  Lotze,  Metaphysics,  Book  II,  Chapter  IV,  Section  164. 


CHAPTER   XI 


Our 

inability  to 
discover 
limits  to  the 
world 
suggests 
negatively 
that  there 
are  noue. 


THE   world's   infinity  1 

The  M'orld,  as  seen  by  modern  eyes,  is  one  that  extends 
throughout  a  limitless  space.  Though  the  worlds  and 
systems  of  worlds  revealed  to  us  by  the  telescope,  numer- 
ous as  they  are,  and  stupendous  as  are  their  magnitudes 
and  distances,  are  but  finite;  and  though  they  give  no 
positive  evidence  of  a  boundless  universe :  still,  negatively, 
they  warn  us  not  to  limit  the  universe  to  them.  The 
absence  of  any  mark  of  limitation  to  the  sidereal  systems 
leads  our  thoughts  on  to  worlds  beyond,  worlds  waiting 
only  for  better  means  of  vision  to  be  discovered  and  added 
to  the  known.  Likewise  in  time  our  world  has  no  begin- 
ning or  ending.  We  may  trace  roughly  the  origin  of  a 
solar  system  out  of  cosmic  dust  and  its  return  again  to 

1  There  are  two  meanings  to  the  term  "infinite "  and  two  philosophical 
problems  connected  with  it.  The  second  will  be  discussed  in  Chapter 
XLVII. 

The  infinite  means  first  the  boundless,  the  unlimited.  It  is  this  mean- 
ing we  discuss  in  the  present  chapter,  or  in  other  words,  our  problem  is, 
What  do  we  mean  by  nature's  infinity  ? 

The  second  meaning  of  the  infinite  is  the  world  as  a  totality,  or  the 
world  as  a  whole  treated  as  an  object  of  our  thought. 

From  this  chapter  it  will  be  evident  that  the  world  is  never  perceived 
or  known  by  us  in  its  infinity.  We  deal  always  with  some  part  of  it, 
never  with  the  boundless  world.  But  if  we  can  perceive  or  know  only 
the  finite,  how  dare  we  assert  that  the  world  is  infinite  ?  As  we  shall  see, 
it  all  depends  upon  what  we  mean  by  our  term. 

The  problems  of  the  infinite  have  given  philosophers  much  trouble. 
One  of  the  most  famous  presentations  of  the  ultimate  difficulties  and 
seeming  contradictions  involved  in  regarding  the  world  as  finite  or  as 
infinite  is  to  be  found  in  Kant's  Critique  of  Pure  Reason  :  The  Antinomies. 

Cf.  Caird's  Critical  Philosophy  of  Kant,  Vol.  II,  Book  I,  Chapter  XIL 
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cosmic  dust;  yet  nowhere  do  we  have  evidence  of  a  state 
that  reveals  itself  as  a  true  beginning.  Each  state,  as 
such,  j3oints  to  a  possible  unknown  state  before  it,  or 
one  after  it.  So  negatively  the  evidence  is  at  hand 
that  leads  on  from  period  to  period  in  world  up-building 
and  world  dissolution.  There  is  nowhere  evidence  of  a 
beginning  or  ending.  Likewise  the  microscope  reveals  a 
world  of  marvellous  complexity  too  small  for  the  naked 
eye  to  see.  Negatively  it  hints  that  more  powerful  lenses  ^ 
would  reveal  greater  and  greater  complexity  of  parts. 
Chemistry  and  physics  deal  with  even  vastly  liner  parts, 
but  in  their  turn  give  us  no  evidence  of  a  limit.  Thus 
the  infinitely  small,  as  well  as  the  infinitely  great,  stands 
all  about  us;  and  thus  we  are  led  to  view  our  world 
as  infinite  in  every  element  of  magnitude,  extent,  and 
duration. 

But  critical  thought  bids  us  take  care  lest  we  overstep  But  further, 
our  information.     What  do  we  mean  by  infinity,  and  what  ^.  ^^''^d- 
evidence  have  we  of  its  existence?  involves  in 

To  begin  with  the  latter,  our  evidence  of  the  infinitude  concept  a 
of  the  world  is,  as  we  have  seen,  negative.  Our  experi-  coutradic- 
ence  never  gives  us  limits,  and  never  can  give  us  limits. 
To  recognize  anj^thing  as  a  limit  presupposes  that  we  can 
see  beyond,  and  behold  that  the  given  thing  is  not  there. 
The  cover  of  a  box  is  its  limit,  because  we  see  that  in  the 
space  above  there  is  no  more  box.  But  clearly  if  to  know 
the  limits  of  the  box  means  that  we  must  know  that  which 
is  beyond  sufficiently  well  to  be  sure  that  the  box  does  not 
extend  farther ;  then,  surely,  to  recognize  a  limit  as  a  limit 
is  but  to  bring  up  some  new  thing  beyond  the  thing  whose 
limit  we  recoi^nize.  How  then  could  we  ever  discover 
limits  to  our  world?  To  find  them  we  should  have  to 
know  what  is  beyond,  and  that  which  is  beyond  must 

1  Of  course  there  is  a  limit  to  optical  magnifying,  for  we  should  in 
time  come  to  objects  too  small  to  reflect  light.  Still,  we  can  imagine  the 
process  being  carried  on  indefinitely. 
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either  belong  to  the  world  or  be  outside  of  it;  but  if  we 
mean  by  the  world  the  universe  or  the  totality  of  existence, 
the  latter  would  be  absurd.  It  would  mean  knowing  a 
beyond  which  itself  was  part  of  the  world.  To  be  sure, 
this  does  not  give  us  any  positive  evidence  of  the  world's 
existence  beyond  the  known.  It  merely  tells  us,  that 
if  Ave  should  come  to  know  of  such  existence,  our  problem 
would  simply  arise  anew,  for  we  should  have  to  ask  our- 
selves. What  is  beyond  this  part  now  just  discovered? 
Still,  the  What,  then,  do  we  know  positively  about  the  world? 

the  world  is  Until  we  answer  this  we  dare  not  define  infinit}^ ;  for  if 
uotainere  ^j^g  infinity  of  the  world  means  anything,  it  must  mean 
itTsau  something  that  we  can    justly  assert.      Why,  what  we 

actual  know  positively  about  the  world  is   just  this  negative 

characteristic.     We  cannot  know  its  limits.     It  can  never 


element  in 
our 


experience,     -^^  revealed  to  us  as  a  limited  world.     To  know  its  limits 
and  so  has  a 


meaning 


positive  means  always  to  know  a  beyond ;  to  know  a  beyond  means 
to  have  our  problem  of  determining  limits  start  all  over 
again.  And  this  is  just  what  we  mean  by  infinity.  It 
denotes  the  inability  of  our  minds  to  set  or  know  a  limit. 
In  so  far  it  is  a  truly  positive  characteristic  of  the  world, 
—  one  actually  experienced  by  our  minds  in  interpreting 
the  world.  It  is  an  actual,  positive  piece  of  experience 
tellincr  us  that  we  cannot  treat  the  world  as  a  whole  in  the 
same  way  in  which  we  treat  boxes,  stones,  men,  houses, 
countries,  and  planets  as  wholes.  They  have  their  limits 
just  because  they  are  parts  of  a  greater  whole ;  but  of 
necessity  the  whole,  as  such,  would  be  at  once  turned  into 
a  part  did  we  in  any  way  treat  it  as  limited.  But  we 
dare  not  treat  it  as  limited  without  running  into  a  contra- 
diction in  terms.  Thus,  whenever  we  interpret  any  object 
or  system  or  group  of  objects,  there  are  alwaj^s  surround- 
ing objects;  and  this  is  true  no  matter  how  large  our 
object  may  be.  Such  is  the  positive  element  we  may  call 
the  world's  infinity. 


CHAPTER   XII 

MATHEMATICS    AND    ABSTRACT    MECHA.NICS    AS    A  PRIORI 

SCIENCES  1 

Did  we  now  turn  our  thoughts  to  the  classification  of  Sciences 
the  different  natural  sciences  that  have  as  their  field  the  generality, 
different  elements,  or  parts,  of  nature,  we  should  find  that  and  so  in  the 

dcTGC  ill 

one  cliief  basis  for  dividing  them  would  be  the  generality  ^viTich  they 

of  their  fields.     That  is,  one  science  deals  with  a  smaller  give  an 

,.,  .,  ..      exhaustive 

field  than  does  another;  and  just  because  it  does  so,  it  is  interpreta- 

far  more  concrete,  or  interprets  the  object  more  exhaust-  *'°°  °^  *^®"^ 
ively.  A  science  dealing  with  a  very  extensive  field  of 
necessity  neglects  all  but  the  most  general  characteristics 
of  the  things  it  interprets.  Thus,  did  we  start  with 
anthropology  devoted  to  the  study  of  man's  bodily  nature 
and  origin,  we  should  find  in  it  a  far  more  detailed  or 
exhaustive  account  of  each  actual  object,  this  man  or  that 
man,  than  in  biology.  True,  even  a  treatise  on  anthro- 
pology would  not  describe  any  one  individual  man,  but 
rather  types  of  men.  Still,  an  account  of  these  types 
would  include  far  more  about  each  individual  man  than 

1  Whether  mathematics  is  an  a  priori  science  or  not,  has  been  a  matter 
of  much  controversy  in  recent  philosophy,  especially  since  Kant. 

Kant  adopts  a  pecnliar  doctrine  of  space  and  time  to  show  how  mathe- 
matics may  make  valid  judgments  a  priori.     Cf.  on  the  Kantian  doctrine  : 

"Watson's  Selections  ;  "The  Transcendental  Aesthetic." 

Caird's  Critical  Philosophy  of  Kant,   Vol.  I,  Book  I,  Chapter  II, 
especially  pp.  295-298. 

Opposed  to  mathematics  being  a  science  a  priori  is  John  Stuart  Mill. 
Cf.  "Watson,  Outlines  of  Philosophy,  Chapter  I. 
Parallel  Reading. 

Watson,  Outlines  of  Philosophy,  Chapters  I,  III,  and  IV. 
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■would  a  book  on  biologj'.  If  from  anthropology  we  turned 
to  zoology,  we  should  laid  a  much  larger  lield  included  in 
our  science ;  and,  as  a  consequence,  this  or  that  individual 
animal  would  be  far  less  exhaustively  described  than  in 
any  science  devoted  to  an  account  of  that  particular  kind 
of  animal. 

If,  next,  we  pass  from  zoology  to  chemistry,  we  shall 
find  a  yet  larger  field  included.  With  this  enlarged  field 
fewer  characteristics  of  the  individual  object  are  taken 
into  account,  and  the  truths  we  now  learn  fit  a  wider 
number  of  objects.  There  is  an  anthropology  of  man 
alone,  a  zoology  of  animals  alone,  a  biology  of  living 
creatures  alone;  but  there  is  a  chemistry  of  all  but  the 
imponderable  bodies. 

Yet  even  in  chemistry  we  deal  with  characteristics  of 
limited  universality.  We  can  go  farther,  to  physics,  and 
from  physics  to  mathematics.  In  so  doing  we  pass  to  the 
study  of  such  universal  characteristics  that  no  object  in 
all  nature  fails  to  come  within  our  field.  But  such  uni- 
versal characteristics,  as  we  have  seen,  must  bring  us 
farther  and  farther  from  the  individual.  All  that  we  say 
now  describes  or  holds  true  of,  not  only  one  individual  or 
type  of  individuals,  but  an  indefinite  number,  yes,  in  its 
chief  principles,  all  natural  objects.  We  have  deliberately 
cast  aside  the  thousands  and  thousands  of  characteristics 
of  the  individual  things,  and  have  concerned  ourselves 
only  with  the  few,  the  very  few,  that  remain.  The  conse- 
quence is,  we  are  dealing  with  very  high  generalities. 
We  are  studying  the  mere  skeleton  of  nature ;  no,  even 
that  figure  implies  far  too  much  of  the  individual.  We 
are  studying  rather  the  faint  beginnings  of  an  outline  as 
the  individual  object  approaches  us  out  of  the  thick  mist 
where  all  was  hidden  from  our  eyes. 

Abstract  mechanics  teaches  us  concerning  the  most 
general  laws  of  the  motion  of  bodies  and  its  measurement. 
These  laws  hold  of  all  bodies  in  motion.     Mathematics 
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deals  with  objects  as  occupying  space  and  as  numerical  The  most 
units.    Geometry  tells  us  what  must  be  true  of  any  object  |f"f/^^  ^^^ 
just  because  it  is  an  object  in  space.     It  tells  us  the  prop-  maticsand 
erties  of  length,  breadth,  and  thickness.     Another  branch  Mechanics, 
of  mathematics,  arithmetic,  tells  us  the  numerical  rela- 
tions of  objects.     Any  object  whatever  may  be  regarded  as 
having  numerical  relations.     Any  natural  object  may  be 
studied  merely  as  something  that  occupies  s^jace.     Any 
such  object  may  be  studied  as  subject  to  motion.     Thus 
in  mathematics  and  mechanics  we  set  aside  all  the  other 
properties  and  relations  and  confine  our  attention  to  these. 

What  is  the  consequence  ?     We  have  two  sciences  that  Their  gener- 
differ  in  a  most  marked  respect  from  all  other  natural  aiity  makes 

^        .  ,  their  char- 

sciences.     All   other   natural  sciences,   that  is,   all  other  acter  funda- 

sciences  that  take  into  consideration  a  greater  complex-  ^l"*^^^f 

ity  of   qualities  and  relations  in  the   objects   of   nature, 

are  obliged  to  gain  the   information   they  give  us  from 

studying  the  actual  objects  themselves  and  their  changes. 

Only  in  this  way  can  they  gain  the  truths  they  teach. 

But  in  abstract  mechanics  and  mathematics  we  can  gain  other 

our  information  in  a  very  diiTerent  way.     We  gain  it  simphi  sciences  ^    ^ 
.  .  -^    '^    a  posteriori. 

hy  reflection.      We  imagine  our  problem  and  reason  out  ivhat 

its  answer  must  he.  We  do  not  have  to  experiment  with  indi- 
vidual cases,  or  make  observations  of  such  cases  and  then 
draiv  by  induction  an  hypothesis  holding  of  all  similar  cases. 
Thus,  to  learn  the  anatomy  of  animals,  we  have  to  study 
the  individuals.  We  could  not  sit  down  and  from  the 
beginning  reason  out  all  the  organs,  muscles,  and  bones 
of  the  various  types  of  animal,  nor  similarly  the  parts  of 
plants.  Nor  could  we  sit  down  and  merely  by  reflection 
work  out  the  history  of  the  nations  or  the  biography  of  an 
individual  man.  All  such  information  we  have  to  win  by 
observing  the  facts  or  studying  the  records  of  those  before 
us  who  have  observed  the  facts.  Or,  to  use  a  technical 
term,  all  such  information  has  to  be  obtained  a  posteriori. 
But  in  our  two  sciences  we  do  not  have  to  proceed  thus. 


no 
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Tliese  two 
are  a  priori. 


The  opposi- 
tion to  this 
view. 
Mathe- 
matics does 
not  essen- 
tially differ 
from  tlie 
otlier 

sciences,  its 
results  only- 
high  prob- 
abilities. 


Here  our  study  is  a  priori.'^  We  can  pictui-e  to  ourselves 
all  the  possible  cases  and  tell  what  must  hold  true  of  them. 
We  do  not  have  to  hunt  the  world  over  for  cases  or  speci- 
mens. Our  imagination  furnishes  all  we  need.  We  do 
not  have  to  put  our  conclusions  to  a  test  among  the  objects 
themselves.  Our  imagination  alone  furnishes  us  with  all 
the  proof  that  is  needed.  Out  of  his  own  inner  conscious- 
ness man  is  able  to  weave  truths  that  hold  throughout  the 
whole  length  and  breadth  of  reality.  The  properties  of 
the  plane  triangles,  as  proved  in  Euclid,  hold  of  every 
plane-triangular  object  the  world  over.  The  laws  of 
abstract  mechanics  hold  of  all  moving  bodies  that  exist 
or  ever  will  exist. 

This  feat  of  man's  intellect  seems  not  only  gigantic, 
but  absurdly  so.  In  fact,  to  many  it  seems  impossible; 
and  therefore  they  try  to  show  that  man  really  gains  his 
mathematical  and  mechanical  knowledge  in  a  very  differ- 
ent way.  They  try  to  show  that  his  conclusions  are  not 
certainties,  but  that  they  are  mere  probabilities,  just  as 
are  all  otlier  forms  of  scientific  knowledge.  The  truths 
biology  and  chemistry  teach,  they  rightly  tell  us,  are  at 
the  best  only  high  probabilities.  No  one  knows  what 
moment  some  chemist  or  biologist  may  surprise  the  world 
by  overthrowing  some  long-accepted  opinion  and  replace 


^  The  terms.,  a  priori  and  a  posteriori. 

For  their  history  consult  Baldwin's  Dictionary  of  Philosophy  and 
Psychology. 

One  meaning  of  the  terras  we  have  already  discussed.  A  priori  is 
a  term  applied  to  an  ultimate  premise,  to  a  premise  that  is  not  the  con- 
clusion of  some  possible  previous  argument,  to  an  ultimate  presupposition. 
The  term  a  posteriori,  on  the  contrary,  is  applied  to  a  truth  depending 
upon  other  truths  for  its  proof. 

A  second  meaning  of  the  terms  (and  this  is  the  meaning  implied  in 
the  present  chapter)  is  the  following.  In  a  problem  that  can  be  solved 
a  priori,  we  have  all  the  data  upon  which  the  solution  depends  furnished 
by  the  reflecting  mind  itself.  Whereas  in  a  problem  that  must  be  solved 
a  posteriori  we  have  to  search  outside  of  the  reflective  imagination,  we 
have  to  search  in  the  world  about  for  our  facts,  or  data. 
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it  with  another.  We  are  never  sure  when  some  new 
"  Origin  of  Species  "  or  work  of  similar  importance  will 
appear.  Even  when  the  astronomer  calculates,  with  won- 
derful accuracy,  the  next  eclipse  of  the  sun  and  the  path 
of  its  totality  on  the  earth,  room  for  doubt  of  its  actual 
occurrence  is  conceivable  up  to  the  time  it  occurs.  Some 
gigantic  catastrophe  might  occur  in  the  meantime  to  do 
away  with  the  sun  or  earth,  or  at  least  modify  seriously 
the  time  of  the  eclipse.  Thus  at  the  best  the  astronomer 
gives  us  only  a  probability  bordering  on  certainty,  not  an 
absolute  certainty.  In  the  same  way,  those  who  deny  to 
mathematics  its  a  jjrz'on*  nature,  claim  for  its  conclusions 
only  a  similar  probability  bordering  on  certainty,  not  abso- 
lute certainty.  They  claim  that  at  best  our  convictions 
concerninof  the  truths  of  mathematics  are  so  fixed  in  our 
minds  through  habit  that  we  have  no  doubt  about  their 
truth,  even  though  there  is  still  room  for  doubt.  ^ 

In  reply  to  all  this  what  shall  be  said  ?  Are  these  two 
sciences,  sciences  a  priori  ;  and  does  there  belong  to  them 
the  certainty  we  generally  claim  for  them,  or  only  a  prob- 
ability bordering  on  certainty?  And,  again,  are  these 
two  questions  one  and  the  same,  or  are  they  distinct? 
That  is,  can  a  science  be  a  priori  and  yet  permit  of  error? 

Let  us  answer  the  last  question  first.     Most  assuredly  Eepiy:i(a) 
our  knowledge  may  be  gained  only  by  reflection  and  yet 
be  wrong.     That  is,  it  may  be  true  that  the  only  way  we  contain 
can  know  some  truths  is  through  picturing  to  ourselves  ^"*'''' 
the  situation  and  inferring  them  from  the  nature  of  the 
picture.     Now   mathematics  and  abstract  mechanics  are 
perhaps  such  sciences.     They  are  a  priori ;  but  that  does 
not  mean  that  this  man's  or  that  man's  geometry  is  infal- 
lible.    No  end  of  error  may  enter  into  any  one's  demon- 

^  Cf.  Watson,  Outline.  Such  a  view  is  held  by  the  extreme  Empiri- 
cists, especially  John  Stuart  Mill.  Herbert  Spencer  quite  mistakes  the 
philosophical  problem  by  explaining  the  a  priori  character  as  the  result 
of  racial  inheritance. 


a  science  a 
priori  may 
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(b)  yet  in 
another 
sense  we  do 
maintain 
that  an  a 
priori 

science  must 
give  certain- 
ties. 


(c)  There 
is  this 
essential 
difference 
between  the 
two  groups 
of  sciences. 
In  a  priori 
sciences  we 
have  all  our 
data.    In 
the  others 
we  never 
have  but  a 
part. 


stration  of  such  propositions ;  cand  many  a  supposedly  true 
proposition  may  be  proved  false. 

15 ut  in  another  sense  we  do  claim  that  an  a  priori  sci- 
ence must  give  not  piobable  results,  but  absolute  certain- 
ties. Why?  Because  an  a  priori  science  requires  on  our 
part  only  good  thinking  in  order  to  get  certainties.  Good 
thinking,  or  rather  perfect  thinking,  may  not  be  possessed 
by  any  child  of  man;  but  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
case.  An  a  ^noH  science  gives  certainties  because  reflec- 
tion alone  is  needed  to  arrive  at  them.  If,  then,  in  any 
given  case  we  do  not  get  them,  the  fault  lies  solely  with 
our  reflection.  In  short,  the  certainty  of  these  sciences  is 
identical  with  their  a  priori  character.  Nothing  human 
is  certain ;  but  these  sciences  are  called  certainties  because 
the  only  possible  room  for  error  is  limited  to  our  thinking, 
or  rather  reflection. 

In  the  other  sciences  the  case  is  altogether  different.  In 
them  we  have  to  hunt  for  our  facts,  and  we  never  know 
when  we  have  searched  far  enough.  We  have  no  means 
other  than  actual  hunting  the  world  over  to  get  our  data; 
and  we  never  can  hunt  the  world  over  because  the  past 
and  future  are  never  at  hand,  and  because  even  in  the 
world  of  the  present  the  search  is  always  partial.  We 
study  man ;  but  who  has  seen  or  can  see  every  man  now 
existing,  every  man  that  has  existed,  or  ever  will  exist? 
Clearly  all  our  conclusions  about  man  have  to  be  built  up 
out  of  quite  meagre  data,  as  compared  with  conclusions 
reached  say  by  some  great  world-demon  that  could  observe 
all  men.  But  in  mathematics  (and  what  is  true  of  mathe- 
matics is  also  true  of  mechanics)  we  are  not  bound  down 
to  any  such  limitations.  Noav  just  because  all  cases  we 
ever  deal  with  are  given  us  by  our  imagination,  namely, 
granting  that  mathematics  is  a  priori,  because  all  possible 
cases  are  supplied  to  our  observation  by  the  mind  itself; 
you  and  I  have  right  in  the  mind  that  draws  the  inference, 
the  source  of  all  the  data.     It  is  true  we  have  to  hunt; 
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but  the  world  within  which,  by  hypothesis,  we  do  hunt,  is 
our  reflective  imagination.  Our  hunt  may  be  partial,  and 
therefore  our  results  may  be  wrong.  We  are  not  all  born 
mathematicians.  But  there  is  still  a  very  great  difference 
between  hunting  the  world  over,  the  infinite  world,  and 
hunting  our  minds  over.  The  one  world  is  infinitely 
smaller  than  the  other.  We  grant  that  the  smaller  world 
is  big  enough,  big  enough  for  error.  We  grant  that  any 
book  on  mathematics  may  be  false  from  cover  to  cover. 
But  still  in  mathematics  the  a  priori  character  (we  now 
assume  for  sake  of  argument)  throws  out  one  great  source 
of  error  found  in  all  the  natural  sciences. 

But  are  mathematics  and  abstract  mechanics  a  priori 
sciences^  and  how  are  they  possible  ? 

That  they  are  a  priori  sciences  is  a  fact  directly  fur- 
nished us  by  our  daily  experience.  We  do  not  study 
either  of  them  by  hunting  data  in  the  wide  world.  We 
study  both  by  reflection,  and  only  by  reflection.  The  only 
way  to  disprove  this  would  be  to  show  the  impossibility  of 
such  a  feat.  We  shall  try  to  answer  such  an  argument 
by  showing  the  possibility. 

The  main  premises  of  our  proof  the  reader  already  has. 
The  more  abstract  the  science,  the  farther  we  are  removed 
from  the  actual  concrete  world  of  individual  things.  The 
more  abstract  the  science,  the  fewer  the  characteristics  we 
have  to  deal  with.  Finally,  if  we  make  our  science  ab- 
stract enough  the  conditions,  in  other  words  the  data,  are 
very  few.  l3ut  what  is  this  more  than  to  say:  If  we  make 
our  science  abstract  enough,  the  field  or  the  possibilities 
remaining  are  so  few  that  our  minds  can  grasp  the  whole 
world-situation.  There  must  be  a  point,  some  place,  where 
the  mind  has  so  limited  a  field  before  it  that  it  can  of  its 
own  self  study  this  field  merely  by  reflection. ^ 

1  The  "newer  principles  of  mathematics "  are  even  a  step  farther  in 
this  work  of  abstraction  than  those  of  the  traditional  mathematics.  Cf. 
the  article  by  B.  Russell,  Recent  "Worlt  on  the  Principles  of  Mathematics, 
in  the  International  Monthly,  Vol.  IV. 


II.  Mathe- 
matics and 
Mechanics 
are  a  priori. 
It  is  a  fact 
of  daily 
experience. 


An  a  priori 
science  is 
possible 
because  of 
the  high 
generalities 
with  which 
it  deals. 
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The  mind 
i-laims  it 
exhausts  the 
data,  aud  it 
must  be  ac- 
cepted as 
the  filial 
wituess. 


An  example. 


Noiv  this  is  exactly  what  we  find  in  mathematics  and  ab- 
stract mechanics.  For  instance,  the  world  of  geometry  is 
so  limited  in  the  elements  it  contains,  that  the  mind  is 
in  a  position  to  picture  to  itself  exhaustively  the  whole 
geometrical  world,  as  far  as  it  is  involved  in  any  given 
problem.  We  have  simply  carried  our  abstraction  so  far 
that  the  remaining  world  is  small  enough  for  our  minds 
to  master  completely.  We  have  simply  passed  over  the 
boundary  where  the  imagination  becomes  sufficient  unto 
itself.  But  you  ask,  How  do  we  know  that  we  have  so 
done?  Ultimately  the  only  answer  to  your  question  is 
this.  Our  minds  say  we  have,  and  we  have  to  trust  our 
minds.  The  proof  of  this  statement,  that  ultimately  the 
mind  has  to  be  trusted,  we  do  not  give  here,  but  we  hope 
to  give  it  later  when  we  discuss  the  Theory  of  Knowledge. 
We  must  assume  this  here  aud  limit  our  discussion  to  the 
other  question,  whether  or  not  the  mind  does  claim  to 
exhaust  the  possibilities. 

Take  the  case  of  proving  that  through  any  three  points 
in  space,  not  on  the  same  straight  line,  one  and  only  one 
plane  may  be  passed.  What  does  the  mind  do  to  satisfy 
itself?  It  imagines  a  straight  line  passing  through  two  of 
these  points.  Through  this  line  it  pictures  a  plane  pass- 
ing, and  then  revolving  about  the  line  as  an  axis.  The 
mind  sees  at  once  that  as  the  plane  revolves  it  sweeps 
through  every  imaginable  point  of  space,  be  that  point 
where  it  may.  Hence  the  third  point  must  be  included 
in  it  some  time  during  the  revolution.  But  can  no  other 
plane  pass  through  these  same  points  ?  No,  says  our 
mind.  If  the  plane  containing  the  third  point  revolve 
any  farther  in  either  direction,  in  short,  become  a  differ- 
ent plane,  it  will  no  longer  contain  the  third  point.  Now 
we  can  reproduce  this  same  situation,  taking  a  line 
through  any  other  two  points  of  the  three  as  the  axis. 
When  we  do  this,  we  see  that  the  three  conceivable  planes 
which  alone  pass  through  all  these  points  are  identical 
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with  one  another;  and  thus  our  mind  is  satisfied  that  it 
has  exhausted  the  whole  universe  of  possibilities  involved 
in  the  proposition. 

Thus  we  may  conclude  our  discussion  as  follows.  An  Conclusion. 
a  priori  science  is  one  where  the  nmid  finds  within  its  own 
reflective  imagination  the  source  of  all  possible  data.  Ulti- 
mately we  have  to  trust  this  warrant  of  the  mind,  and  in 
so  doing  we  remove  from  such  an  a  priori  science  that 
great  source  of  error  every  a  posteriori  science  must  con- 
tain ;  namely,  the  complete  inability  of  the  mind  to  hunt 
through  all  time  and  all  space  for  its  data.  Thus  a  higher 
type  of  certainty  is  possessed  by  all  a  priori  sciences  than 
is  possessed  by  any  a  posteriori  science.  This  higher 
type  of  certainty  is  not  merely  one  of  degree,  but  one  of 
kind;  for  the  one  group  of  sciences  has  in  the  mind  alone 
all  the  data  needed,  whereas  the  other  has  not. 

But  though  an  a  p)riori  science  is  thus  a  certain  science, 
this  does  not  mean  that  the  mind  is  always  to  be  trusted 
in  its  reflective  imagination.  In  actual  cases  no  end  of 
errors  may  arise  through  careless  work  or  thinking.  A 
child  is  just  as  liable  perhaps  to  make  errors  in  geometry 
as  in  chemistry.  But  to  correct  these  errors  means  solely 
to  set  the  mind  to  ivork  again  hutiting  for  the  needed  further 
information  right  in  its  own  self.  And  yet  in  spite  of  the 
truth  that  we  can  make  errors  in  an  a  priori  science,  still 
there  is  the  mind's  conviction  of  the  exhaustive  character 
of  its  work,  a  conviction  never  so  easy  when  its  data  have 
to  be  souofht  without  the  mind.  From  all  this  it  should 
be  evident  that  the  difference  between  an  a  priori  science 
and  an  a  posteriori  one  is  solely  in  the  completeness  of  data 
for  study  possessed  by  the  one  as  against  the  other.  The 
process  of  reasoning  is  the  same.  Mathematics  and  ab- 
stract mechanics,  of  all  the  natural  sciences,  alone  claim 
to  be  a  p)riori.  Of  course  a  complete  discussion  would 
require  the  actual  study  of  the  details  of  both  sciences  to 
make  sure  that  all  the  truths  they  teach  are  a  priori. 
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APPENDIX   TO   CHAPTER  XII 


The  cer- 
tainty of  our 
knowledge 
is  due  to  the 
complete  ex- 
haustion of 
the  possibili- 
ties of  any 
given  case. 

The 
probable 

presupposes 
a  partial 
exhaustion, 
with  more 
than  half 
the  possi- 
bilities in 
our  favor. 


NOTE   ON  THE   NATURE   OF   PROBABILITY  i 

We  have  seen  that  the  element  of  certainty  in  mathematical 
judgments  is  due  to  the  mind's  ability  to  exhaust  the  possibili- 
ties or  to  determine  what  alone  is  possible.  This  question  of 
exhausting  the  possilnlities  leads  us  on  to  a  closely  related 
problem,  What  is  the  nature  of  probability?  What  consti- 
tutes the  probability  of  any  result  of  science,  and  what  makes 
it  possible  for  us  to  determine  probabilities? 

By  probable  we  mean  that  the  chances  are  in  favor  of  a 
given  outcome;  and  this,  in  turn,  means  that  of  a  given  num- 
ber of  chances,  or  possibilities,  a  majority  is  on  the  side  in 
question.  To  put  it  still  otherwise,  that  an  outcome  is  prob- 
able may  be  expressed  by  a  fraction  in  which  the  denominator 
stands  for  the  number  of  equal  possibilities  and  the  numerator 
for  the  number  in  favor,  and  whose  value  equals  more  than  a 
half.  For  example,  let  us  refer  to  the  familiar  instance  of 
dice.  If  we  take  a  perfect  die,  each  of  its  sides  is  an  equally 
possible  throw;  that  is,  the  chance  of  any  number,  say  ace,  is 
just  one-sixth.  In  the  case  of  two  dice  being  thrown  the 
chance  of  one  ace  is  two-sixths,  and  the  chances  of  double  aces 
one-thirty-sixth.  Again,  in  the  case  of  one  die  there  are  four 
chances  out  of  six  that  a  number  greater  than  two  will  be 
thrown,  and  in  the  case  of  two  dice  there  are  thirty-five  chances 
out  of  thirty-six  that  a  number  greater  than  two  will  be  cast. 
We  may  then  say  that  in  these  cases  it  is  probable  that  a 
greater  number  than  two  will  be  thrown. 

But  right  here  we  must  note  a  most  important  truth.  As 
we  saw,  for  a  thing  to  be  probable  our  fraction  must  equal 
more  than  a  half.  If  this  be  so,  we  must  have  a  finite  number 
for  our  denominator;   for  were  infinity  the  denominator,  we 

i  The  question  of  probability  is  one  of  the  most  important  problems  in 
Epistemology,  but  it  seemed  wise  not  to  include  in  that  part  a  chapter  on 
this  topic,  but  to  add  here  this  short  appendix  because  of  its  bearing  on 
the  question  of  the  chapter  and  on  the  validity  of  the  mechanical  theory. 
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could  not  have  a  fraction  of  sufficient  value.     Now  notice  the  Now  such  a 

significance  of  this  truth  for  science,  and  also  for  philosophy,   gup^poses^a^ 

In  all  scientific  research,  before  we  can  reach  a  probable  result,  we  finite  num- 

Tmist  be  intellectually  satisfied  how  many  possibilities  we  have  to  ??w*?*  possi- 

deal  loith,  or  at  least  that  they  are  finite  in  number.     Otherwise, 

if  the  possibilities  are  infinite,  to  determine  the  probability  is 

out  of  the  question.     Now  natural  science  tries  to  learn  the 

laws  of  nature,  or  the  causal  relations  between  material  objects; 

and  we  speak  of  its  results,  and  accept  them,  as  probable,  or 

reasonably  possible. 

But  if  we  are  to  know  them  as  such  we  must  be  sure  that  in  But  to  have 

,  .   1         .  .  .•      ,         .1  1  p  a  finite  num- 

any  given  case  which  science  investigates,  the  number  oi  pos-  ^^^  ^j  possi- 

sible  candidates  for  the  office  of  cause  is  really  finite.     Still,  biiities  in  an 

how  can  we  know  this  ?     Here  is  an  event  a ;  what  is  its  ^"^  "'*^ 

' ,  world  pre- 

cause?     We  know  some  event  must  be;  but  which  one?  for  supposes 

there  are  taking  place  in  the  whole  realm  of  infinite  nature  an   ^*"^^®   , 
.„.  ■,         \  ••  ■  t  1-p  principle  of 

infinite  number  of  events.     At  once  it  is  evident  that  it  we  exclusion. 

have  not  some  further  information,  some  clew  that  will  reduce 

the  number  to  a  finite  number,  the  search  would  be  hopeless 

from  the  very  beginning. 

But  what  is  this  information,  and  where  can  it  be  gotten?   Thisprin- 
There  seems  to  be  but  one  answer,  and  that  is  the  following.   ^-^^  cause  is 
In  nature  the  cause  of  any  given  event  is  itself  contiguous  to  its  spatially 
effect.     If  this  be  so,  we  may  search  in  the  neighborhood  of  to"its^effect. 
the  effect  for  its  cause ;  and  there  dealing  with  ordinary  objects, 
we  surely  are  dealing  with  a  finite  number. 

Thus  if  some  event  take  place  in  our  room,  why  may  not 
some  event  on  the  farthest  fixed  star  be  a  possible  cause  just 
as  truly  as  some  event  in  the  room  ?  Clearly  if  this  were  so, 
if  we  had  to  search  everywhere  in  infinite  nature,  we  need  not 
even  begin  the  hopeless  task.  No  matter  how  persuasively 
some  near-by  event  urged  its  candidacy,  it  would  have  no  right 
to  be  listened  to  till  all  the  infinite  events  had  been  heard 
from.     This  would  make  all  discovery  of  causes  impossible.^ 

In  short,  the  ivork  of  science  is  impossible  unless  we  grant  that 
natural  causes  are  contiguous  to  their  effects.  This,  then,  is  an 
a  priori  principle,  an  axiom  of  science. 

1  Cf .  A  Defence  of  Philosophic  Doubt,  by  A.  J.  Balfour,  Chapter  III. 
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This  i^rin- 
ciplo  is  an 
iiiiportuiit 
argiinuMit  in 
favor  of  the 
Mechanical 
Theory. 


But  how  can 
this  axiom 
hold  of  the 
physical 
stimulus  of 
mental 
states,  if 
these  last 
are  non- 
spatial  ? 


It  is  this 
very  law  of 
contiguity 
that  enables 
us  to  verify 
the  truth  of 
our  body 
being  the 
seat  of  our 
mental  life. 


"We  have  liore,  it  seems  to  me,  a  complete  proof  of  the  doc- 
trine of  the  mechanical  theory  that  collision  is  the  means,  or 
condition,  of  the  transference  of  motion.  If  ball  (b)  moves, 
ball  (a)  that  collided  with  it,  or  some  other  contiguous  object, 
is  the  cause.  (As  we  saw,  the  term  "  collision"  implies  sjiatial 
contiguity.)  An  object  at  a  distance  cannot,  then,  be  the 
direct  cause.  Of  course,  it  may  be  one  of  a  series  of  causes 
leading  through  the  intervening  space  to  the  contiguous  object, 
or  direct  cause.  We  say  the  sun  heats  the  air  about  us.  In 
strict  literalness  this  is  true  only  indirectly.  For  good  reasons 
we  emphasize  the  part  the  sun  plays  in  a  long  causal  series, 
yet  it  is  not  the  direct,  or  immediate,  cause  of  the  higher  tem- 
perature. This  proof,  leading  back  to  this  axiom,  is  a  more 
satisfactory  proof  than  that  given  in  the  chapter  on  Motion. 

It  may  occur  to  the  reader  to  ask,  "If  this  axiom  hold,  how 
can  we  ever  determine  the  material  or  physical  cause  of  mental 
states?"  for  as  we  shall  see  a  few  chapters  later,  mental  events 
are  never  spatially  related  to  the  physical  world.  Entirely 
apart  from  the  question  how  we  discover  the  part  played  by 
our  organs  of  sense,  and  in  fact  by  our  whole  body,  in  affecting 
our  mind,  the  ultimate  means  of  verifying  the  truth  that  the 
body  is  the  seat  and  organ  of  the  soul  is  the  fact  of  its  spatial 
relation  to  all  that  we  perceive  and  voluntarily  do. 

Assuming  then  (on  the  strength  of  a  later  chapter)  that  the 
mind  has  a  physical  organ,  What  is  that  organ  ?  How  do  I 
know  that  some  events  in  the  centre  of  the  earth  are  not  the 
causes  of  all  my  visual  experience  ?  We  reply :  that  according 
to  our  principle  the  physical  organ  of  my  perception  must  be 
some  object  that  is  always  contiguous  to  the  object  perceived, 
and  that  the  body  is  the  only  object  that  we  can  find  fulfilling 
this  condition.  Our  whole  life  gives  us  instance  after  instance 
of  close  spatial  relationship  between  the  object  perceived  or 
acted  upon  by  our  minds  and  our  bodies ;  and  our  bodies  are 
the  only  thing  in  the  world  that  we  have  to  bring  into  conti- 
guity with  the  objects  in  order  to  perceive  them. 

Again,  in  all  this  mark  well,  we  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
this  axiom  is  necessarily  brought  into  play  in  discovery.  It 
is  an  axiom  for  verification,  not  for  discovery.  Discovery  may 
be,  and  perhaps  always  is,  ultimately  mere  guesswork  or  chance. 
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Back  of  all  probability,  and  so  of  all  knowledge,  lies  the 
presupposition  that  the  mind  can  exhaust  a  given  field  of 
observation.  Were  this  field  infinite,  we  could  not  get  prob- 
ability in  our  judgments. 

This  process  of  exhaustion,  then,  is  used  in  all  sciences; 
and  so  we  have  in  them  the  same  task  as  in  mathematics.  In 
mathematics  the  mind  is  satisfied  that  its  exhaustion  is  com- 
plete. In  other  sciences  it  is  not  thus  satisfied.  But  this  sub- 
ject belongs  to  Epistemology.^ 

1  It  is  omitted  from  the  chapters  on  Epistemology  in  this  book  because 
it  seems  to  belong  rather  to  a  treatise  to  discuss  it. 


Thus  the 
ability  of 
our  miud  to 
exhaust  pos- 
sibilities is 
presupposed 
not  only  in 
the  a  priori 
sciences,  but 
also  in  the 
a  posteriori 
ones. 


CHAPTER   XIII 


A  critique 
of  natural 
science. 


I.   The  limi- 
tations of 
natural 
science. 
Reality  is 
concrete ; 
science  is 
necessarily 
abstract. 


A  CRITIQUE  OF   NATURAL   SCIENCE 

We  have  now  completed  our  philosophical  reflection  on 
the  world  without  us,  or  nature,  and  are  therefore  in  a 
position  to  discuss  the  character  and  limitations  of  that 
part  of  science  given  up  to  the  interpretation  of  nature. 
This  discussion  of  the  character  and  limitations  of  science 
is  called  a  Critique  of  Science.  Hence  we  are  now  pre- 
pared to  formulate,  in  general  outline  at  least,  a  Critique 
of  Natural  Science. 

FirsU  its  limitations.  We  have  found  that  the  real 
world  is  made  up  of  concrete  individual  entities;  it  is 
not  a  world  of  abstractions.  We  never  find  triangles, 
we  never  find  abstract  men,  children,  houses,  plants,  or 
stones.  Each  house  is  different  from  every  other  house, 
each  man  is  different  from  every  other  man,  each  moment 
of  our  lives  is  never  either  a  mere  repetition  of  past 
moments  of  our  own  lives,  or  a  duplicate  of  moments 
in  the  lives  of  others.  As  we  walk  along  the  roadside 
we  never  find  two  stones  or  two  blades  of  grass  exactly 
alike.  Look  where  we  will,  and  find  resemblances  where 
we  will,  things  are  different;  and  each  thing  has  its  own 
life  or  existence,  its  particular  form  and  character  all  its 
own.  But  science  treats  the  world  in  a  very  different 
way.  Science  strives,  as  it  were,  to  break  down  the  dif- 
ferences between  things  and  to  treat  them  as  absolutely 
similar.  Science  must  do  so,  for  its  work  is  to  discover 
not  that  which  differentiates  one  thing  completely  from 
others,  but  that  which  unites  them  all  under  the  same 
class  and  law.     Therefore  science  neglects  more  and  more 
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the  individual  and  its  peculiarities  and  deals  with  the 
class,  or  the  abstraction  that  denotes  the  combined  charac- 
teristics of  the  class.  Science  has  no  time  to  give  an 
exhaustive  study  to  every  individual  triangle,  but  has 
done  its  work  when  the  common  properties  of  all  tri- 
angles are  pointed  out,  analyzed,  and  put  together  again 
into  general  laws.  Likewise  the  individual  man  is  no 
concern  of  science.  Science  studies  not  men,  but  man; 
not  this  tree  or  that  tree,  but  the  class ;  not  the  chem- 
istry of  some  special  drop  of  water,  but  of  water.  Thus 
of  necessity  the  work  of  science  is  limited.  The  indi- 
vidual, and  that  alone  is  the  reality,  belongs  not  to  her. 
Though  her  abstract  laws  hold  of  the  individual,  and  are 
obtained  by  studying  the  individual,  they  do  not  exhaust 
the  individual,  but  only  what  we  know  about  classes. 
They  are  abstract. 

But  we  are  apt  to  forget  this ;  and  as  a  consequence.   The  danger 
science  ever  runs  into  danger  of  regarding  abstract  laws  ilig  the  real 
as  complete  or  exhaustive  interpretations  of  their  objects,   and  the 
But  they  do  not  describe  the  world  or  any  individual  in 
its  totality.     This  ever  lies  beyond  and,  as  we  shall  see, 
ever  affords  new  problems  for  our  knowledge. 

Now  scientists  have  of  late  decades  made  just  this  error.   Naturalism 
Their  view  is  called  Naturalism.     They  have  maintained  juft^this " 
that  the  world  is  really  made  of  atoms ;  that  its  history  is   &^^ot. 
but  a  great  mechanical  process  of  atoms  bumping  together 
during  countless  ages.     They  have  talked  as  though  in 
truth  a  physics  exhaustively  worked  out  would  tell  all 
there  is  to  be  told.     Is  the  world  not  such?  they  would 
ask  us  in  surprise.      Ah,  that  depends  upon  what  your 
ambiguous  question  means.     Perhaps  the  world  is  such, 
but  it  is  surely  infinitely  more.     Your  atoms  are  abstrac- 
tions ;  your  atoms  are  all  alike.     In  some  respects  things 
are  perhaps  all  alike,  but  in  infinite  other  respects  things 
are  probably  all  different.     Your  science  tells  us  of  the 
"some  respects  ";  we  ask  what  has  become  of  the  "infinite 
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II.  The 
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tics of  natu- 
ral science. 
It  is  essen- 
tially an 
atomic 
theory. 


other  respects."  Naturalism,  or  the  view  that  natural 
science  exhaustively  describes  reality,  is  an  absurdity, 
and  wholly  forgets,  or  fails  to  see,  the  abstract  character 
and  consequent  limitation  of  science. 

Another  limitation  of  science,  and  at  the  same  time 
another  error  in  naturalism,  is  to  be  seen  through  the 
truth  that  the  world  is  infinite  and  our  knowledge  finite. 
If  science  predicates  of  the  whole  world  what  is  found 
true  of  part  of  the  world,  it  forgets  at  once  the  impassable 
gulf  between  the  finite  and  the  infinite.  We  may  know 
the  laws  and  origins  of  solar  and  sidereal  systems,  but 
what  are  they  as  compared  with  an  infinite  world?  Some 
day  perhaps  we  may  know  the  physics  of  gravitation  and 
be  able  to  explain  it  in  terms  of  imponderable  atoms  in 
the  ether;  but,  after  all,  the  true  infinitesimal  atom  will 
always  be  beyond  the  finest  atom  of  physics,  yes,  as  far 
beyond  as  the  infinite  is  beyond  the  finite.  In  short,  no 
matter  where  we  turn,  the  infinity  of  nature  forces  us  to 
regard  the  conclusions  of  science  as  the  interpretations 
only  of  a  finite  part  of  nature,  never  of  her  infinite  total- 
ity. Naturalism  that  would  anywhere  put  forth  the 
abstract  tenets  of  science  as  a  complete  and  exhaustive 
account  of  nature  forgets  this. 

Keeping  these  limitations  in  mind,  let  us  consider 
briefly  the  second  point,  the  characteristics  of  natural 
science. 

Science  should  strive  to  analyze  things  and  seek  for 
means  of  reducing  differences  in  them  to  likenesses. 
This  must  mean  that  science  should  hold  before  it  as  an 
ideal  a  law  in  terms  of  which  all  phenomena  can  be  ex- 
pressed and  all  things  be  classified.  We  have  seen  that 
in  the  realm  of  nature  the  mechanical  atomic  theory 
embodies  such  an  ideal.  Natural  science  must  then  seek 
in  all  things  a  system  of  atoms  obeying  mechanical  laws. 
This  is  her  ideal,  no  matter  how  harsh,  and  often  repul- 
sive, it  may  sometimes  appear.     The  origin  of  life,  the 
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origin  of  species,  and  the  phenomena  of  human  life,  soci- 
ety, and  achievement,  must  be  reducible  to  mechanical 
laws,  just  as  are  the  motions  of  a  solar  system.  Physi- 
ology ideally  must  give  place  to  chemistry,  and  chemistry, 
in  turn,  to  mechanics.  The  ideal  science  will  strive 
toward  an  interpretation  of  nature  that  is  capable  of 
mathematical  application.  It  will  strive  to  predict  by 
mathematical  calculation  the  most  complex  events  of  life, 
as  it  does  the  eclipses  of  sun  and  moon.  No  matter  how 
far,  how  almost  infinitely  far,  science's  ideals  are  removed 
from  her  actual  achievements,  these  are  none  the  less  her 
ideals,  and  every  new  advance  tends  but  to  extend  the 
application  of  mechanical  laws. 

In  all  this  two  truths  must  be  kept  in  view.     In  order  But  stm  the 
to  be  of  value  to  us,  and  do  her  whole  work,  science  must  science  is 
ultimately  deal  with  individual  things  also.     Her  abstract  ^^^^  i*  can 
laws  are  of  value,  are  in  fact  true,    only  because  they  to  the  indi- 
hold  of  individuals.     Therefore  the  differences  between  "^i^uai.   it 

I  .   I      ■>•  f[>  •  1  must  treat 

things,   or  that  which  dinerentiates  them,  must  also  be  of  the 

kept  within  the  field  of  study.     As  a  consequence,  the  secondary 

•  -n  •  Tin  quahties 

more  concrete  sciences  will  never  give  place  wholly  to  and  so 
abstract  physics  and  mechanics.      Chemical  phenomena  approach 

"^  ,  nearer  and 

differ  from  non-chemical,  and  will  therefore  always  de-  nearer  the 
mand  a  special  study.  Life  differs  from  the  lifeless,  and  iii*i^""duai. 
will  always  therefore  demand  a  special  study.  Thus,  on 
and  on,  each  separate  field  has  its  peculiarities  that  our 
minds  cannot  neglect.  In  short,  we  find  a  tendency  that 
leads  us  back  nearer  and  nearer  to  the  individual  as  the 
special  sciences  divide  and  subdivide  their  fields  and 
problems.  But,  as  we  have  seen,  the  study  of  the  indi- 
vidual in  its  totality  would  be  infinite.  Therefore  in  this 
return  movement  of  science  we  see  that  the  ideal  of 
knowledge  is  really  to  exhaust  everything;  but  this  im- 
plies an  infinite  task. 

What,  then,  constitutes  the  ideal  of  natural  science? 
In  a  sentence :  Natural  science  seeks  for  those  highest  or 
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most  general  laws  iiiuler  which  it  can  bring  all  types  of 
phenomena  and  all  individual  events ;  and  also  seeks  to 
coordinate  w'ith  these  more  general  laws  others  that  are 
less  and  less  general  as  we  approach  nearer  and  nearer 
to  the  individual  with  all  its  countless  differentiating 
characteristics. 


11.   THE  PHILOSOPHY   OF  MIND 


CHAPTER  XIV 


THE  DISTINCTION   BETWEEN  MENTAL   STATES  AND 
MATERIAL   THINGS 

In  our  discussions  thus  far  we  have  talked  about  the  Our  mental 
world  without  us,  —  the  material  world,  or  nature,  —  and  ggseQ^tiajiiv 
have  purposely  avoided  speaking  of  that  world  within  different 
each  one  of  us  that  we  call  our  mental  life.     To  every  thi^sof 
sane  person  there  is  a  feeling  of  difference  as  he  turns  nature, 
from  the  objects  about  him,  even  including  his  own  body, 
to  the  soul  within  him.     Likewise,  too,  when  he  thinks  of 
the  bodies  of  other  men,  they  seem  to  be  objects  of  easier 

1  Introductory  Note. 

The  student  that  desires  to  study  carefully  and  critically  the  problems 
belonging  to  this  division  of  philosophy,  is  referred  to  the  first  volume  of 
Professor  Munsterberg's  Grundziige  der  Psychologic  (Leipzig,  1900). 
Here  he  will  find  also  many  references  to  other  works. 

The  less  ambitious  student  is  referred  to  G.  T.  Ladd,  The  Philosophy 
of  Mind.     New  York,  1895. 

Other  general  references  are  the  following :  — 

Lotze,  Metaphysics.     Oxford,  1887.     Book  III. 

F,  H.  Bradley,  Appearance  and  Reality.  2d  ed.,  Chapter  XXIII, 
"Body  and  Soul." 

Hugo  Munsterberg,  Psychology  and  Life.  Boston,  1899.  Especially 
Chapter  I. 

James  Ward,  Naturalism  and  Agnosticism.  New  York  and  London, 
1899.     Vol.  II,  Part  III. 

William  James,  The  Principles  of  Psychology.  New  York,  1890.  Vol. 
I,  especially  Chapter  VI. 

Wilhelm  Wundt,  System  der  Philosophie.  2d  ed.  Leipzig,  1897 ; 
Sechster  Abschnitt. 

J.  Rehmke,  Lehrbuch  der  allgemeinen  Psychologie.    Hamburg,  1894. 

A.  Riehl,  Der  philosophische  Kriticismus. 
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They  are 
revi'aled  to 
us  in  a  ilif- 
fereut  way. 


But  what  is 
this  way  ? 


observation  than  are  their  minds.  "VVe  see  one  another's 
bodies,  but  how  much  harder  to  see  the  thoughts.  The 
soul  has  always  been,  to  even  the  crude  thinker,  some- 
thing mysterious.  It  eludes  observation  to  a  degree 
that  material  objects  never  quite  do.  Of  course  many 
material  things  are  invisible  even  when,  like  the  air, 
they  are  all  about  us.  Still  even  here  we  have  means, 
direct  or  indirect,  to  register  their  presence.  If  sight 
does  not  reveal  it,  touch  may,  or  some  instrument  or 
chemical  will  react  and  betray  their  presence.  But  as  I 
sit  here  alone  in  my  study,  are  there  thoughts  and  feelings 
floating  about  the  room  as  does  the  air?  Would  an}^  con- 
ceivable chemical  or  instrument  so  react  to  those  floating 
mental  states  that  I  could  detect  their  presence  indi- 
rectly? No,  somehow  such  things  are  more  mysterious 
even  than  invisible  gases  and  the  imponderable  bodies 
constituting  the  ether. 

If  the  desk  at  which  I  write  has  any  consciousness,  how 
can  I  possibly  know  it?  My  own  thoughts  and  feelings 
I  do  know,  but  how  could  I  know  the  thoughts  and  feel- 
ings of  an  oyster?  Perhaps  you  reply.  An  oyster  or  a 
desk  has  none.  Well,  perhaps  you  are  right,  but  how 
do  you  know?  All  you  know  is,  that  if  an  oyster  does 
think  and  feel,  he  keeps  his  thoughts  and  feelings  so 
much  to  himself  that  you  and  I  find  very  little  evidence, 
beyond  a  few  reflex  actions,  of  any  trace  of  consciousness ; 
and  in  the  case  of  the  desk  no  evidence  whatsoever.  This 
leads  us  to  ask,  How  can  w^e  ever  know  mental  states  other 
than  our  own?  We  reply:  Because  our  fellow-men  and 
the  higher  animals  betray  their  thoughts  and  feelings  to 
us.  All  well  and  good,  but  how  do  they  do  so?  Why 
do  we  know  that  our  friend  thinks  and  feels,  whereas  the 
desk  fails  in  any  way  to  reveal  the  presence  of  conscious- 
ness ?  At  once  we  answer  :  Our  friend  talks,  he  acts,  he 
does  what  we  ask  him  to  do,  he  learns  from  us,  he  teaches 
us,  his  face  expresses  his  joy,  his  sympathy,  his  sorrow, 
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lie  cries  out  with  pain,  he  solves  problems,  he  writes  us 
letters. 

But  philosophers,  you  know,  never  rest  satisfied  if  they  Are  the 
can  push  their  questions  farther  back.  So  why  do  these  ^ai  evi- 
acts   and   doingjs   prove   the   presence  of   consciousness?  dances  of 

T,..,  "  IT-  Ti  miud  really 

Might  not  some  world-demon  create  a  body  just  like  our  conclusive? 
friend's,  but  put  no  soul  within,  and  make  that  body  do 
all  the  things  our  friend  does?  Why  not?  A  great 
philosopher  once  looked  on  the  brutes  as  mere  machines. 
Why  might  we  not  have  a  body  with  a  perfect  nervous 
system  and  yet  no  consciousness?  "Why  not?"  means, 
of  course,  what  positive,  direct  evidence  of  consciousness 
do  we  have  in  the  one  case  that  we  should  not  have  in  the 
other?  Now  often  seemingly  unconscious  acts  are  very 
intelligent,  and  psychology  has  indeed  shown  how  easy  it 
is  to  be  deceived  about  this  very  point.  How  often  does 
mere  habit  cause  us  to  perform  most  intelligent  and  com- 
plicated acts  almost,  if  not  quite,  unconsciously.  The 
fingers  of  the  expert  pianist  run  over  the  keys  as  he  sits 
there  talking  to  us  and  seems  quite  absorbed  in  the  con- 
versation. In  short,  we  have  seemingly  no  absolute  surety 
that  any  act  might  not  be  done  unconsciously  and  purely 
mechanically. 

If,  then,  Ave  wish  to  prove  the  exist;^nce  of  conscious- 
ness   in    our   fellow-beings,    logically  we   are   forced   to 
proceed  in  a  very  different  way.     We  dare  not  say  our  without  the 
companion  has  thoughts  and  feelings  because  he  acts  so  "Eternal  evi- 

J-  o  °  ^  dence  they 

and  so,  until  we  have  first  proved,  or  satisfied  ourselves,  are  not. 
that  these  acts  are  in  truth  the  outward  expression  of 
thoughts  and  feelings.  But  how  shall  we  ever  find  this 
out?  How?  There  is  clearly  but  one  way.  We  must 
start  with  cases  where  we  can  watch  both  sides,  both  the 
outward  expression  and  the  inward  thought  and  feeling. 
Where  can  we  do  this  ?  Only  in  ourselves.  Each  man 
in  his  own  case  knows  whether  his  outward  deed  stands 
for  an  inward  thought  or  feeling.     Then,  by  analogy,  we 
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A  mind  can 
be  revealed 
directly 
only  to 
itself. 


can  conclude  that  when  others  do  as  we  do,  they  have  like 
thoughts  and  feelings.  But  the  ultimate  validity  of  this 
argument  we  must  consider  later.  Here  it  is  enough  to 
notice  tliat  the  only  direct  proof  of  the  existence  of  con- 
sciousness can  be  had  by  us  in  the  case  of  our  own  minds. 
Only  indirectly,  if  at  all,  can  we  get  at  the  thoughts  and 
feelings  of  others.  This  perhaps  seems  very  strange.  At 
first  thought  how  sure  each  one  of  us  is,  that  although  he 
is  not  quite  so  well  acquainted  with  the  minds  of  those 
nearest  and  dearest  to  him  as  with  his  own,  yet  he  does 
know  them  in  part  just  as  well.  But  notice,  we  have 
not  said  that  he  does  not  know  them  just  as  well;  we 
have  rather  said,  he  does  not  know  them  directly  as  he 
does  his  own  mind.  It  may  easily  be  true  that  others 
know  our  minds  better  than  we  do  ourselves ;  and  often, 
as  the  poet  has  told  us,  the  best  place  to  study  ourselves 
is  in  others,  and  others  in  ourselves.  None  the  less,  when 
we  seek  for  direct  perception  of  thoughts  and  feelings, 
we  never  get  this  except  each  in  his  own  mind. 

Thus  the  fundamental  difference  between  material 
things  and  mental  states  is  this.  The  former  reveal 
themselves  directly  to  many  minds,  the  latter  are  re- 
vealed only  to  the  mind  of  which  they  are  states.  The 
former  are  revealed  to  us  through  our  organs  of  sense,  the 
latter  only  through  that  internal  sense  which  ultimately  is 
one  and  the  same  with  our  consciousness  itself.  Look 
where  we  will,  the  thoughts  and  feelings  of  others  are 
never  directly  revealed  to  us.  We  may  know  that  another 
feels  joy  when  we  see  his  face  light  up,  his  eyes  grow 
bright,  and  other  similar  physiological  signs  appear.  But 
these  are  not  the  joy.  Again,  could  we  have  the  means  of 
examining,  in  finest  detail,  all  the  activities  in  every  gan- 
glion cell  in  his  cortex,  we  should  never  find  there  the  joy 
he  feels.  We  might  see  most  complicated  gyrations  of 
atoms,  their  combining  and  recombining;  but  these  would 
not  be  the  joy.     He  feels  the  joy,  though  he  knows  abso- 
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lately  nothing  about  the  chemical  processes  taking  place 
within  his  brain.  Surely  the  dog  happy  over  his  dinner 
knows  nothing  about  his  nervous  system,  yet  he  is  the  one 
that  is  happy.  The  happiness  is  part  of  his  mental  life, 
and  is  a  fact  directly  present  in  his  consciousness.  What 
better  evidence  that  to  know  the  chemistry  and  molecular 
physics  of  a  living  brain  perfectly  would  in  no  way  give 
us  the  facts  present  in  the  dog's  mind?  These  are  facts 
quite  independent  of  both  sciences.  Thjis.j£y^y_attempt_, 
to  gain  a  view  of  another's  ruind  through  the  examination 
of  his  body,  or  in  fact  any  other  body  or  bodies  in  the^ 
whofe^^ealm  of  creation,  jxromises  no  success  whatever. 
"Tni^a  well-known  doctrine  of  psychology^  that  no 
amount  of  knowledge  of  physics  and  physiology  gained 
by  the  man  born  blind  will  enable  him  to  learn  what  light 
is,  in  the  sense  that  his  seeing  neighbor  is  acquainted 
with  it;  nor  will  it  help  the  man  born  deaf  to  experience 
what  it  is  to  hear.  If,  however,  some  operation  gives 
sight  to  the  blind  patient,  then  there  comes  to  him  an 
experience  that  in  his  former  state  was  absolutely  impos- 
sible. He  now  perceives  the  color  blue,  and  knows  that 
he  has  never  done  so  before.  Why  is  it  that  the  blind  can 
never  gain  this  perception  ?  "  The  answer  can  only  be, 
The  states  of  consciousness  that  alone  are  revealed  to  us 
are  our  own.  Hence  the  conclusion,  it  is  only  by  intro- 
spection that  mental  states  are  revealed  to  us.  As  far  as 
the  experience  of  mental  facts  is  concerned,  each  con- 
scious being  is  bound  absolutely  within  the  four  walls  of 
his  own  mental  life. 

But  what  is  the  bearing  of  this  truth  upon  our  general  it  is  this 
question,  the  differentiation  of  mental  states  from  mate-  enables  us  to 
rial  things?     Just  this.     All  material  things  and  their  differentiate 
motions  are  theoretically  objects  of  common  experience,   nature. 
You  and  I  can  see  the  same  house,  stone,  tree,  star,  sun- 
set; you  and  I  can  examine  the  same  body  and  its  parts. 
It  is  true  each  cannot  examine  his  brain  and  dissect  it; 
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but  the  only  ultimate  reason  he  cannot  do  so  is  because 
Ave  have  as  yet  no  satisfactory  means  of  studying  most 
parts  of  the  body  without  destroying  tlie  life  of  the  body. 
Perhaps  some  day  you  and  I  shall  be  able  to  see  the  inter- 
nal parts  and  their  acts  as  we  now  Avatch  our  hands  and 
their  motions.  Practically  all  sorts  of  difficulties  may 
stand  in  the  way,  but  theoretically  the  brain  or  any 
other  material  object  is  a  possible  object  of  each  one's 
experience. 

In  short,  the  material  world  is  a  conceivable  object 
of  experience  to  us  all,  whereas  consciousness  is  revealed 
only  to  itself.  Consciousness  then  cannot  be  material; 
for,  let  us  see  any  material  thing  you  will  in  all  creation, 
that  would  never  be  a  revelation  directly  of  a  state  of 
consciousness. 
The  world  g^t  jf  consciousness  cannot  be  a  body  or  the  motion 

of  nature  is.,,.  I'-ii  i  i 

extended,  is    01  ^  bod}',  does  uot  this  imply  that  mental  states  do  not, 
spatial;  con-  j^j^g  material  things,  have  length,  breadth,  and  thickness, 

sciousDGSS  is 

neither.         —  that  consciousness  is  not  extended  ?     This  is  a  second 
point  of  difference  between  the  two. 

But  if  consciousness  is  not  extended,  could  it  be  non- 
extended  in  the  sense  that  a  geometrical  j^oint  is  ?  Clearl}^ 
not,  as  we  know  it.  You  and  I  have  often  perceived  con- 
scious states,  but  you  and  I  never  saw  a  mathematical 
point.  In  fact,  as  we  know,  a  mathematical  point  is  a 
mere  abstraction,  not  an}^  concrete  entity  revealed  to  us 
in  our  experience  of  the  world  about  us.  Surely  then, 
consciousness,  as  we  know  it,  is  not  such.  But  if  mental 
states  have  no  extension  and  no  j^osition  (a  point  is  a 
non-extended  position),  what  are  we  to  say  about  their 
location?  Clearly  there  is  for  us  but  one  answer  left: 
Mental  states  are  not  located  at  all,  if  we  mean  by  loca- 
tion spatial  position.  If  our  mental  states  are  somewhere, 
they  must  either  be  points  or  have  magnitude.  They  are 
not  points,  they  have  not  magnitude ;  therefore,  spatially 
considered,   they  are  nothing  whatever.     In  short,  they 
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are  non-spatial  entities.     "  We  must  say  consciousness  is 
noioJtere,  meaning  thereby^  it  does  not  exist  in  ajyaee.'^ 

But  how  shall  we  then  define  mental  states,  different!-  Both  worlds 

„  ,.,,,.  1    .1     •  j^-        o      117      are  made  up 

atmg  them  irom  material  things  and  their  motion  r     We  of  events: 
must  seek  for  some  characteristic  common  to  Loth,  and  the  one 

•      •       1  T      •  •   1  TTTi  spatial,  the 

then  for  the  characteristic  that  distinguishes  them.  What  other  nou- 
is  this  common  characteristic?  If  we  exclude  as  a  charac-  spatial, 
teristic  of  consciousness  all  spatiality,  the  remaining  uni- 
versal characteristic  of  nature  is  its  existence  in  time. 
All  things  exist  in  time  and  their  activities  take  place  in 
time.  Is  this  likewise  true  of  our  minds?  It  surely  is. 
Our  mental  states  precede  and  follow  the  one  the  other. 
Some  last  long,  whereas  others  are  fleeting.  Some  are 
coming  into  being  as  others  pass  away  forever.  A  mental 
state  lasting  no  time  whatever  would  be  a  nonentity. 
Our  mental  life  then,  like  the  great  material  world  about 
us,  exists  in  time ;  and  thus  time  forms  a  characteristic 
common  to  both  realms  of  being.  Hence  our  result:  Both 
bodily  motions  and  mental  states  exist  in  time;  but  bodies 
and  their  motions  alone  exist  in  space.  The  mental  world 
is  merely  temporal,  whereas  the  physical  world  is  both  spa- 
tial and  temporal.  Both  exist  in  time,  and  this  charac- 
teristic is  implied  whenever  Ave  call  anything  an  event. 
Our  mental  states  and  bodily  motions  are  events,  the 
latter  spatial  events.  Mental  states  are  thus  solely  temporal 
events.     We  then  get  this  division:  — 


Events 


Physical  Events  (in  both  space  and  time). 
Mental,  or  Psychical  Events  (in  time  only). 


The  conferentise,  or  common  properties,  consist  of  the 
presence  of  time,  duration;  the  differentise,  of  the  pres- 
ence and  absence  of  spatiality. 

Doubtless  this  doctrine  seems  at  first  very  strange.     To  Space  not 

,1     ,  -1  •  •    .  1  •      Ti  •         -.    1  necessarily 

say  that  something  exists  nowhere  is  like  saying  it  does  included  m 
not  exist  at  all.     Surely  our  mental  states  are   in  our  ^^^  }^^™ 

"  '*  GxistciicG." 

heads.     This  difficulty  each  one  naturally  feels  for  many 
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Thorsychol-  psychological  reasons,  and  hence  psychology  had  best  take 
'prejmiiee'^  the  responsibility  of  satisfying  the  doubter  or  the  uncon- 
thatitisso  yinecd.  If  psycholog}'  be  fairly  familiar  to  us,  a  few 
moments'  thought  will  clear  the  difficulty.  The  reason 
we  are  so  liable  to  regard  the  body  as  the  seat  of  the  soul 
and  its  life,  is  because  of  the  intimate  causal  relationship 
between  soul  and  body.  To  see  Calcutta  we  have  to  be 
bodily  in  or  near  Calcutta.  To  see  or  hear  we  have  to 
have  organs  of  sense  and  the  internal  nervous  structure. 
Naturally,  then,  every  moment  of  our  lives  seems  to  re- 
veal some  new  and  intimate  relationship  between  mind 
and  body ;  but  this  does  not  prove  that  the  relationship  is 
a  spatial  one.  The  relationship  is  there;  an  injury  to  the 
body  is  an  injury  to  the  mind.  But  this  relationship  will 
upon  examination  always  be  found  to  be  only  temporal. 
Certain  mental  states  and  certain  bodily  states  always 
go  together  in  time.  Omit  one  and  you  omit  the  other. 
Have  one  and  you  have  the  other.  Now  it  is  this  purely 
temporal  relation  that  further  thought  will  show  to  be  the 
source  of  our  popular  error,  that  the  body  is  the  spatial 
seat  of  the  mental  life  as  it  is  of  the  bodilj^  life. 

Again,  psychology  will  tell  us  that  introspection  is  the 
hardest  sort  of  observation.  We  do  not  naturally  attend 
much  to  what  takes  place  within  the  mind.  The  child  is 
not  interested  in  itself,  but  rather  belongs  to  everything 
about  it;  and  so  likewise  for  most  of  us,  the  world  that 
gets  our  attention  is  the  material,  the  spatial  world. 
Moreover,  our  observations  of  our  mental  states,  unless 
we  are  trained  introspective  psychologists,  are  usually 
very  untrustworthy.  Hence  we  habitually,  yes,  instinc- 
tively, identify  spatial  extension  with  existence.  This 
is  why  it  is  so  hard  to  deny  spatiality  of  an3'thing  with- 
out feeling  that  it  has  been  robbed  of  its  existence.  Still, 
if  we  look  the  facts  directly  in  the  face,  we  shall  find 
that,  hard  as  it  may  be,  we  must  amend  our  older  habitual 
beliefs.     Mental  states  do  exist;  and  mental  states,  as  we 
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directly  know  them,  are  non-spatial.  Their  most  inti- 
mate relationship  with  the  world  of  body  is  not  a  spatial 
one ;  and  this  truth  will  give  a  revised  meaning  to  the  old 
statement,  "The  body  is  the  seat  of  the  mind." 

To  sum  up  our  results:  We  find  two  characteristics  Conclusion, 
that  distinguish  mental  states  from  material  things.  The 
former  lack  spatiality,  which  the  latter  always  possess. 
The  former  are  facts  that  can  be  observed  only  by  the 
minds  whose  states  they  are,  whereas  the  latter  are  objects 
that  can  be  observed  by  many  minds.  Hence  we  can 
formulate  two  definitions  of  mental  states,  the  one  ex- 
pressed in  negative  terms,  and  the  other  in  positive 
terms.  Mental  events  are  non-spatial  events.  Mental 
events  are  events  that  can  be  observed  only  by  the  one 
mind  to  whose  stream  of  consciousness  they  belong.  ^ 

1  Cf.  Mimsterberg,  Grundzuge,  Bd.  I.,  S.  65  ff. 


CHAPTER  XV 


THE   EXISTENCE   OF    OTHER   MINDS    THAN   OURS 


The  arscu- 
meut  for  the 
existence  of 
other  minds 
is  that  from 
analogy; 


If  the  truth  be  that  only  our  own  mental  states  are 
directly  revealed  to  us,  whereas  the  mental  states  of  others 
are  not;  can  we  then,  in  fact,  be  sure  of  the  existence  of 
other  minds  than  our  own  ?  If  we  can,  what  forms  the 
ultimate  basis  of  that  surety? 

From  our  previous  discussion  we  have  learned  that  the 
proof  which  we  accept  in  daily  life  of  the  existence  of 
other  minds  than  ours,  is  from  analogy.  Wherever  we 
find  a  living  animal  body  the  possessor  of  a  complicated 
nervous  system,  or  the  author  of  complicated  and  defi- 
nitely adjusted  acts,  we  at  once  ascribe  to  that  creature  a 
mental  life  to  some  extent  analogous  to  our  own  —  the 
extent  depending  upon  the  similarity  of  its  nervous  sys- 
tem and  conduct  to  our  own.  In  short,  we  find  that  A 
(ourselves),  having  properties  X  (nervous  system,  con- 
duct, and  so  on),  has  also  properties  T" (conscious  states); 
and  therefore  we  infer  that  B,  C,  and  D,  being  known  to 
have  quite  analogous  properties  X^,  have  also  the  re- 
maining unobservable  properties  Yy  Or  more  simply 
still,  we  say:  A  is  Y;  B  is  similar  to  A;  therefore  B  also 
is  Y. 

But  what  ought  we  to  say  to  this  argument?  It  is  not 
our  task  here  to  discuss  the  general  validity  of  the  argu- 
ment from  analogy;  but  even  granting  that- the  argument 
from  analogy  is  ultimately  valid,  is  not  this  particular 
one  quite  unusual?     Most  inductions  admit  of  a  theo- 
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retically  possible  verification.     For  instance,  did  we  argue  but  it  differs 
that  Mars  supports  life  like  that  on  the  earth  because  ^™"^  ^^^  ^ 

^  '-  other  such 

Mars  itself  as  a  planet  is  similar  to  the  earth,  we  should  arguments 
be  drawing  a  conclusion  which  we  cannot  verify  at  the  fjf^i^'^^f 
present  time,  and  possibly  not  even  in  the  future.  Still  admitting  of 
it  would  remain  a  possibility  that  some  means  might  at  ''^^^  'nation. 
any  time  be  discovered  to  prove  our  theory  true.  Now  in 
the  case  of  concluding  by  analogy  that  other  minds  than 
ours  exist,  we  draw  a  conclusion  that  seemingly  admits 
of  no  conceivable  verification.  In  short,  we  are  here 
suddenly  confronted  with  one  of  the  deepest  questions  the 
human  mind  can  ask  and  attempt  to  answer.  Have  we 
any  right  to  infer  the  existence  of  a  world  (namely, 
the  minds  of  others),  the  facts  of  which  can  never  possibly 
become  objects  of  our  observation?  Here  is,  without 
doubt,  a  world  that  lies  entirely  beyond  the  bounds  of  our 
observation.  Quite  different  from  every  other  argument 
from  analogy,  this  argument  belongs  really  in  a  class  by 
itself.  How  are  we  to  deal  with  such  problems;  how 
can  we  know  a  group  of  facts  lying  beyond  all  possible 
observation?  The  problem  itself  we  cannot  investigate 
here ;  but  we  must  reserve  it  for  a  later  discussion,  and 
be  content  for  the  present  merely  to  note  its  existence. 

Still  we  are   in  a  jDosition  to  draw  some  very  definite  But  to  keep 
conclusions  concerning  our  problem.      In  the   study  of  gg|^"\*^^ 
mind  there  are  two  kinds  of  facts  and  two  sources  for  possible 
facts.      First,    there  are  the  facts   called  mental  states,   ul'timateiy^ 
The  ultimate  and  only  source  of  these  facts  is  each  one's  we  must 
own  mental  life.     Nowhere  else  can  we  in  any  way  ob-  jnhigo^vn 
serve  these  facts  and  determine  their  content.     Secondly,    miudioraii 

1  •  <»   p  1  1  -ii  mental 

there  are  a  vast  series  of  tacts  that  go  along  with  our  own  facts, 
mental  life,  that  form  what  we  call  the  outward  expres- 
sion of  that  mental  life.  Such  are  our  bodily  acts  of  one 
sort  or  another,  our  words,  our  gestures,  and  our  deeds. 
Then  there  are  the  similar  sets  of  facts  in  connection 
with  the  bodies  of  our  fellow-men.     These  we  can  study 
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The  ulti- 
mate mean- 
ing of  the 
term 

"another's 
mind." 


as  we  do  our  own  bodily  acts,  nay,  often  far  better;  and 
so  much  so,  that  in  many  cases  our  knowledge  of  our  own 
body  and  its  acts  can  be  obtained  only  indirectly  through 
such  study  of  other  bodies  and  their  activities.  This 
statement  shows  that  the  ultimate  facts  of  mind  are  known 
to  us  only  in  our  own  mental  states,  and  nowhere  else. 
The  knowledge  we  gain  through  the  lives,  the  words,  and 
the  actions  of  others  is,  after  all,  only  a  help  to  know  and 
to  interpret  better  the  facts  given  exclusively  in  our  own 
stream  of  consciousness. 

But  this  seems  to  bring  us  to  a  very  strange  conclusion. 
If  the  student  of  mind  is  forced  to  find  his  facts  only 
in  his  own  mind,  no  matter  how  he  may  appear  to  be 
studying  other  minds  than  his  own,  then,  ultimately,  it 
is  only  facts  within  his  own  mind  that  he  can  be  study- 
ing. But  what  is  true  of  the  student  of  psychology  must, 
after  all,  be  true  of  us  all  in  our  interpretation,  or 
knowledge,  of  mind.  Each  one's  knowledge  of  mind 
must  ultimately  be  a  knowledge  only  of  his  own  mind. 
You  may  know  some  outward  expression  of  another  per- 
son, his  words,  his  actions ;  and  you  may  interpret  these 
ultimately  as  analogous  to  words  or  actions  that  in  your 
life  accompany  given  forms  of  consciousness.  In  short, 
you  may  ascribe  to  another  what  is  known  to  j^ou  only  as 
states  in  your  own  mind.  Yet  you  never  know  another 
mind  in  itself;  but  only  as  you  ascribe  your  mind,  that  is, 
an  analogous  mind,  to  another  being,  do  you  know  his 
mind.  But  this  is  to  say  that  ultimately  you  know 
only  one  set  of  mental  facts,  your  own  conscious  states. 

What,  then,  do  we  mean  ultimately  by  the  minds  of  other 
beings  ?  We  mean  ultimately  those  facts  that  form  the  jus- 
tification for  our  ascribing  to  them  minds  analogous  to  our 
oivn.  We  mean,  in  short,  by  others'  minds,  those  outivard 
bodily  exjjressions  that  we  find  analogous  to  the  outivard  bodily 
expressions  of  our  own  conscious  states.  We  dare  mean  no 
more.     If  we  do,  we  get  beyond  our  information.     We 
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assume  a  knowledge  that,  analyzed,  proves  to  be  more 
than  a  knowledge  of  our  own  minds. 

But  again  you  object.  "  Quite  true,  we  do  not  know 
another's  mind  except  in  so  far  as  analogy  may  enable  us 
to  ascribe  to  him  mental  states  similar  to  our  own ;  yet 
does  this  prevent  us  from  saying  that  there  are  really  back 
of  the  bodies  of  other  men  minds  in  part  like  our  own  and 
in  part  probably  quite  different?  Do  we  not,  in  short, 
mean  by  others'  minds  something  in  very  truth  beyond 
our  own  mental  states — something  that  in  no  way  could 
be  included  in  the  very  same  facts?"  To  this  a  final 
twofold  answer. 

The  existence  of  minds  other  than  our  own  we  all 
accept  without  dispute ;  but  the  problem  here  raised  is 
not  whether  other  minds  exist,  but  only  this :  What  ulti- 
mately are  the  facts  on  which  the  assertion  that  they  do 
exist,  is  based?  Clearly  that  information  includes  no 
mental  states  other  than  our  own. 

The  second  question  that  you  will  at  once  raise  here 
is  probably  this :  "  Dare  we  not  go  beyond  our  informa- 
tion; dare  we  not  assert  the  existence  of  minds  whose 
mental  states  in  no  way  fall  within  the  facts  of  our  own 
experience?  My  brother's  mind  is  never  revealed  to  me 
directly,  for  its  outward  expression  I  interpret  only  on 
the  analogy  of  my  own  mind  and  its  expression ;  but  dare 
I  not,  nevertheless,  claim  for  it  an  existence,  even  though 
the  direct  revelation  of  its  existence  is  forever  barred 
from  me?" 

Your  problem  briefly  expressed  is,  then :  Have  we  ever 
a  right  to  transcend  tlie  facts  that  form  our  ultimate  infor- 
mation and  affirm  the  existence  of  facts  that  can  never 
be  revealed  to  us  ?  This  problem  our  study  of  mind  has 
raised,  and  we  shall  have  to  keep  it  for  the  present  unan- 
swered; but,  finally,  we  must  bring  it  up  for  the  theory 
of  knowledge  to  answer.  If  the  theory  of  knowledge 
shows  us,  as  we  believe  it  will,  that  such  transcendent 


Another's 
mind  as  a 
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If  we  keep 
to  tlie  facts, 
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mean  only 
the  revealed 
mind. 


The  possi- 
bility of 
knowing  or 
affirming  a 
transcen- 
dent object 
we  must 
reserve  as  a 
problem  for 
later  chap- 
ters. 
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facts  are  illegitimate  facts,  or  no  facts  at  all;  if  it  shows 
us  that  a  fact  to  be  a  fact  must  come  within  our  mind's 
observation,  in  short,  must  be  a  fact  observable  by  us; 
then,  ultimately,  what  you  and  I  mean  by  others'  minds 
must  be  tliose  outward  expressions  that  we  interpret 
through  analogy.  Do  you  say  that  this  is  really  to  deny 
the  existence  of  any  mind,  but  one's  own?  Not  at  all. 
We  are  making  no  denial  whatsoever;  we  are  merely  trying 
to  interpret  what  is  ultimately  meant,  and  must  be  meant, 
if  we  are  rational,  by  the  expression,  "other  minds  exist." 
Other  minds  do  exist,  exist  beyond  any  reasonable 
doubt,  exist  as  surely,  we  believe,  as  does  our  own  mind. 
But  the  question  is.  What,  ultimately,  do  we  mean  by 
this,  our  conviction?  Or  again,  What  are  the  facts  it 
ultimately  asserts  to  exist?  Of  course,  this  conclusion 
still  needs  the  judgment  of  the  theory  of  knowledge  con- 
cerning the  problem  just  mentioned  ere  it  can  be  validly 
drawn. 


CHAPTER   XVI 


IJVmORTALITY 


chapter. 


Ouii  previous  discussion  leads  us  directly  to  a  further  What  would 
problem  —  a  problem  that  has  ever  been  one  of  supreme  proo/o"  ^j^. 
interest  to  man.     How  are  we  to  know  whether  the  dead  mortality? 
yet  live,  though  their  bodies  are  destroyed? 

This  question  we  shall  find  to  be  related  to  the  question  :  The  problem 
How  do  we  know  the  existence  of  minds  other  than  our  [^atof^the^ 
own?  This  is  true  for  several  reasons.  We  cannot  answer  previous 
the  question  of  immortality  directly  by  an  appeal  each  to 
his  own  mind,  for  that  mind  has  not  yet  been  put  to  the 
test  of  surviving  death;  and  hence  if  we  are  to  know  what 
will  happen,  by  a  study  of  what  happens  now,  we  are 
forced  to  study  what  happens  to  other  minds  than  our  own. 
In  short,  our  question  becomes  at  once.  Are  other  minds 
immortal?  If  so,  by  analogy  our  own  also  must  be  im- 
mortal. But  how  are  we  to  know  that  other  minds  are 
immortal  ?  Clearly  we  must  seek  and  find  facts  that  prove 
the  continued  existence  of  some  mind  that  once  was  known 
to  us  by  its  manifestations  through  a  body  like  our  own. 
That  is,  to  prove  immortality,  we  must  show  that  some  of 
these  minds  continue  to  be,  though  death  has  destroyed 
their  body,  in  exactly  the  same  way  as  we  should  now 
prove  to  ourselves  the  existence  of  other  minds  than  our 
own  here  on  earth  and  in  the  body.  We  must  be  able  to 
find  proof  of  the  existence  of  mental  life  even  when  the 

1  Portions  of  this  chapter  are  taken  from  an  article  of  mine  published 
in  the  Educational  lievieio,  Vol.  24,  entitled,  "  Pi'ofessor  Ilyslop's  Report 
on  Mrs.  Piper  and  the  Doctrine  of  Immortality."  The  reader  is  referred 
to  this  article. 
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body  to  whioli  tliat  mental  life  belonged  no  longer  furnishes 
tlu"  evidence,  la  short,  we  must  prove  the  existence  of 
other  niinds;  but  this  time  other  minds  no  longer  in  the 
lx>dv.  Hut  we  have  already  shown  that  we  can  never 
assert  tlie  existence  of  another  mind  except  in  so  far  as 
we  tind  some  bodily  parts,  or  bodily  expression,  that  by 
anah)gy  we  can  identify  as  an  outward  manifestation  of  a 
mind  dwelling  in  it.  Tlie  mind  of  another,  as  such,  is 
something  beyond  all  possible  observation.  The  only 
mental  states  that  can  be  revealed  to  us  directly  are  our 
own ;  therefore  there  remains  but  the  one  source  of  infor- 
mation, those  material  objects  and  motions  that  by  analogy 
we  attribute  to  mental  authorship. 
Tie  proof  Thus  to  prove  immortality  scientifically,   that  is,   by 

°f"bt>dn"*'^'  facts  gained   through   sense   observation,   we   must   find 
acts  whose     some  physical  events  whose  author  must  be  an   intelli- 
*"^ai?^^     gent  mind,  and  whose  author  cannot  be  any  living  man, 
identify.        and  then,  secondly,  whose  author's  character  is  so  defi- 
nitely marked  that  we  can  identify  him  with  the  same 
surety  with  which  we  ordinarily  identify  the  author  of 
any  invention,  book,  work  of  art,  or  governmental  polic}'. 
Further,  to  prove  our  immortality  this  disincarnate  author 
must   have  been  a  living  man  or  woman  like  ourselves. 
Otherwise  expressed,  we  have  to   seek  in  the   material 
world  for  evidence  of  the  continued  life  of  those   who 
have  died,    just    as    now  we  readily  find    in   that  same 
material  world  evidence  of  the  existence  of  minds  other 
tlian  our  own. 
But  are  But  are  there  no  other  ways  than  this  to  answer  the 

oulernK-ana  question  scientifically  ?  ^     Can  we  not  find  out  through  a 
of  proof?       study  of  the  minds  of  those  now  living  what  the  fate  of 
these  minds  must  be?     This  question  should  indeed  be 
answered  first.     Such  evidence  would  have  to  be  of  one  of 

1  The  reader  must  remember  that  we  are  here  asking  only  what  would 
constitute  a  scientific  proof  of  immortality.  As  a  doctrine  of  religion  we 
shall  deal  with  it  in  a  later  chapter  (Chapter  L). 


IMMORTALITY  141 

two  kinds.  First,  we  should  have  to  show  that  injury  to 
the  body  or  serious  destruction  of  brain-tissue  has  no 
power  to  annihihite  consciousness.  Secondly,  we  might 
show  instead  that  the  substance  of  the  mind  cannot  be 
destroyed  or  annihilated,  and  therefore  that  death  cannot 
take  away  the  mind's  life. 

Let  us  examine  the  first  of  these  possible  proofs.    Mani-  a.  Surely 
festly  all  evidence  we  have  is  acjainst  such  an  hypothesis.   °°*  ^5","^ . 

•^  _  "  J  L  physiologi- 

Injury  to  the  brain  certainly  causes  most  serious  mental  cai  psy- 
disturbance.  In  the  loss  of  an  organ  of  sense  we  have  ^^°^°sy* 
blotted  out  for  us  one  of  the  chief  sources  of  our  mental  life. 
With  aphasia  serious  mental  losses  are  usually  found  to 
be  present.  In  a  serious  interference  with  the  brain's  blood 
supply,  consciousness  disappears,  at  least  as  far  as  outward 
signs  are  concerned  and  as  far  as  the  person's  memory 
afterward  is  able  to  testify.  But  perhaps  the  opponent 
would  urge:  all  this  does  not  prove  that  the  conscious- 
ness does  not  exist.  It  may  be  that  all  outward  signs 
have  gone,  and  it  may  also  be  that  memory  fails  utterly 
to  bear  witness ;  but  still  may  it  not  be  that  the  conscious- 
ness still  exists,  broken  off  from  the  main  stream?  We 
reply,  that  from  such  sheer  ignorance  on  our  part  you 
cannot  prove  that  consciousness  does  exist.  Even  if  we 
do  find  that  very  serious  disturbances  may  happen  to 
divorce  large  parts  of  our  stream  of  consciousness  quite 
from  the  main  stream,  and  that  these  side  streams  do  still 
exist,  it  will  not  follow  that  when  a  far  more  serious  dis- 
turbance, such  as  death,  takes  place,  the  lack  of  all  mani- 
festation of  consciousness  proves  its  existence.  Clearly 
this  would  be  absurd.  To  apply  to  the  case  of  death  any 
such  truths  as  may  be  learned  concerning  side  streams 
of  consciousness,  we  shall  have  to  do  what  our  original 
statement  claimed,  namely,  search  after  death  for  the  evi- 
dence, not  before  death.  Inasmuch  as  death  does  bring 
in  a  very  new  element,  we  cannot  discount  it,  but  must 
seek  for  its  effects  alone  where  it  has  taken  place. 
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fc.  The  im-  Hut  lu)\v  ;il»itut  tlio  soi'tuul  possible  pronf  of  immortality, 

luoriniity  of  ^j^^,  imlcstiuctibility  of  the  substance  of  the  mind?     This 

«  !t|>lritit:tl  •'  . 

sjibHta:..*.       is  u  very  old,  but  also  a  very  inadequate  argument.     Ji.ven 
not  i««-*.-<wa-    ^j      .rrossest  materialism  admits  the  continued  existence 

rilv  an  im-  <=>  ,  .        r        •         i 

inonaiity  of  of  the  soul's  substance,  tliat  is,  for  it,  the  matter  com- 
iho  iH.rson-  .,^,^1,,,^  ^l,^.  hviuw.  But,  grautinor  that  the  soul's  substance 
pei-sist.s,  be  that  substance  what  it  may,  this  in  no  way 
proves  that  death  does  not  so  alter  the  organization  and 
surroundings  of  that  substance  that  its  old  life,  or  mani- 
festation, can  no  longer  be  what  it  was.  And  if  you  urge 
against  this,  that  the  soul's  substance  is  a  unit,  and  that 
therefore  its  structure  cannot  be  disorganized,  still  we 
have  undeniable  facts  that  tell  how  the  soul  can  undergo 
changes  that  mean  the  temporary  loss  of  consciousness,  of 
memory,  and  of  rationality.  If  the  soul  can  lose  conscious- 
ness, or  memory,  or  rationality  for  two  seconds,  we  are 
bound  to  admit  the  possibilitj^  of  its  losing  them  forever. 
Therefore  your  argument  leaves  the  question  just  where 
it  was ;  for  what  comfort  is  it  to  us  to  be  told  our  soul  is 
immortal,  if  its  life  after  death  be  as  little  a  continuation 
of  its  present  life  as  are  the  unconscious  moments  of  the 
deepest  faint  or  the  dread  delusions  of  a  raving  maniac? 
The  immortality  that  men  seek  and  count  alone  worth 
calling  immortality,  means  a  continuation  of  their  pres- 
ent life,  its  personality  and  memories.  Of  this  you  give 
no  proof  whatever. 
Thus  we  are  Thus  we  are  forced  back  to  our  original  position.  If 
to'ouroriKi-  '^^'^  ^^"^  to  prove  the  immortality  of  our  minds,  we  must 
nai  position,  seek  for  signs  after  death  of  the  continued  life  of  that 
mind.  Hence  our  remaining  problem  is  to  ask,  and  to 
determine  as  far  as  philosophic  reflection  can  determine, 
where  shall  such  evidence  be  found?  If  we  admit,  as  we 
have  been  forced  to  admit,  that  the  only  source  of  such 
evidence  of  continued  mental  life  will  be  found  within 
the  world's  physical  manifestations,  then  it  is  here  we 
must  seek.     As  there  is  no  evidence  of  another's  mental 
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life  but  the  physical  signs  or  effects  of  that  life,  so  like- 
wise after  death  there  can  be  no  evidence  of  another's  con- 
tinued mental  life  but  through  some  physical  manifestation 
thereof. 

Now  does  this  mean  that  you  and  I  are  to  look,  as  does  This  does 
popular  spiritualism,  for  strange  and  fantastic  perform-  °°*  ™^^° 
ances  after  the  fashion  of  miracles  ?     No,  it  does  not,  for  spiritu- 
oue  very  good  reason.     Any  such  performance  must  be  ex-  *  ^^"^' 
plained  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  the  conservation  of 
energy;  and  this  will  mean  that  we  shall  never  be  satis- 
fied with  aught  but  a  mechanical  explanation  of  it.     But 
what,  as  far  as  our  information  enables  us  to  predict,  will 
such  an  explanation  always  be  ?    It  will  be  that  the  strange 
or  wonderful  performance  is  due  either  to  the  chance  work- 
in  sf  of  some  forces  of  nature  or  to  the  brain  of  some  living 
human  being.     And  if  these  wonderful  performances  are 
such  that  they  give  evidence  of  mental  authorship,  then 
surely  we  should  be  departing  from  all  analogy  did  we 
not  seek  for  some  human  brain  as  their  immediate  cause. 
In  short,  sooner  or  later  we  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  one  place  in  all  the  world  of  physical  events  where  we 
may  expect  mind  to  reveal  itself  is  through  the  w^orking 
of  some  brain.     The  miracles  in  a  spiritualistic  seance  or  As  we  have 
elsewhere  merely  set  the  inquirer  on  a  search  for  some  ^^^lyg^^^ 
man's  brain  as  the  cause ;  and  this  means  some  living  brain,  dence  of 

Hence  our  search  for  evidence  of  a  life  after  death  must  ^indL'^the 
be  guided  by  clews  quite  different  from  the  wonders  of  the  bodily  ex- 
magician.     We  must  go  back  again,  and  ask  anew  what  are  tilat^mind. 
the  only  proofs  of  the  existence  of  any  mind  other  than  our  The  problem 
own.     The  special  type  of  proof  now  desired  must  be  one  taiitymnst 
of  this  sort.         *  fa"  within 

What  are  the  more  general  proofs?     As  we  have  seen,   problem, 
you  and  I  never  see  into  one  another's  minds,  and  there 
behold  the  thoughts  as  they  come  and  go.     "  Each  of  these 
minds  keeps  its  own  thoughts  to  itself.    There  is  no  giving 
or  bartering  between  them.     No  thought  ever  comes  into 
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tliroot  si)/ht  i)f  a  lliought  in  another  personal  consciousness 
than  ilij  own.  Absolute  isolation,  irreducible  pluralism, 
is  the  law.  .  .  .  Neither  contemporaneity,  nor  proximity 
in  spae-e,  nor  similarity  of  quality  and  content,  is  able  to 
fuse  thoughts  together  which  are  sundered  by  this  barrier 
of  bi'louging  to  different  personal  minds.  The  breaches 
between  sueh  tlioughts  are  the  most  absolute  breaches  in 
nature."  What  would  you  and  I  know  of  the  mental  life 
of  our  nearest  friend  if  that  friend  were  not  in  the  body  ? 
lie  could  not  talk  or  write  to  us,  he  could  not  perform 
those  daily  acts  of  life  that  reveal  his  character  and  his 
aims,  liis  likes  and  dislikes,  his  joys  and  sorrows,  his 
cleverness  and  moral  stability.  What  should  or  could  we 
learn  witliout  the  body  to  bridge  the  awful  chasm  between 
mind  and  mind?  Clearly  nothing;  for  were  this  not  so, 
you  and  I  might  know  just  as  much  about  the  minds  of 
men  whom  we  have  never  seen,  of  whom  we  have  never 
heard,  whose  writings  we  have  never  read,  as  we  know 
about  those  of  the  members  of  our  own  household.  But 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  know  absolutely  nothing  about  a 
mind  from  which  we  are  thus  cut  off,  except  in  so  far  as 
we  ascribe  to  it  those  general  traits  that  we  find  present 
in  all  the  minds  we  do  know.  To  cut  the  argument  short, 
you  and  I  are  limited  to  one  single  class  of  facts  for  all 
information  about  the  minds  of  our  fellow-men,  and  even 
for  their  existence.  This  class  of  facts  is  made  up  solely 
of  the  deeds  and  activities  of  their  bodies.  Their  utter- 
ances, their  writings,  their  facial  and  bodily  expressions, 
their  work  and  their  play,  these  and  other  bodily  acts  tell 
all  that  is  ever  told. 

But  right  here  we  have  physiology  stepping  forward 
and  telling  us  that  it  is  possible  to  narrow  things  down 
even  more.  Back  of  the  activity  and  deeds  of  the  body, 
starting  them,  guiding  and  controlling  them,  are  the 
nervous  system  and,  above  all,  the  brain.  The  brain  is 
the  true  and  only  organ  by  which  mind  is  able  to  commu- 


or  nervous 
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nicate  with  mind,  by  which  the  gulf  between  them  can  be  But,  fur- 
passed.      We  have  no  facts  whatsoever  in  all  the  length  ^Ji^i'/g^ 
and  breadth  of  creation  to  lead  us  to  hold  that  mind  in  pression 
any  way  ever  accomplishes  aught  in  this  material  world  '^^J'^^arV  ^ 
of  ours  except  through  the  brain  or  nervous  system  of  expression 
some  animal.     Mind  wrote  Shakespeare's  plays;  but  it  °  '^ 
used  a  brain  and  nervous  system  to  guide  the  muscles  of  system, 
the  arms  and  fingers  in  doing  so.     Shakespeare  might,  as 
a  pure  spirit,  have  dreamed  his  plays;  but  how  would  you 
or  I  now  have  them,  had  they  not  been  written  by  some 
brain,  the  servant  of  his  mind?     Think  as  long  as  you 
will,  search  over  the  wide  world,  where  will  you  find  any 
other  means  by  which  mind  reveals  itself  to  its  fellow- 
minds  but  through  some  brain  ?^ 

And  now  for  the  question  at  issue.     If  we  are  to  get 

1  This  means,  of  course,  that,  as  far  as  we  know,  the  nervous  system  is 
the  only  mechanism  the  mind  directly  controls.  Whether  there  be  other 
mechanisms  for  mental  expression  is  not  a  question  to  be  answered  a 
priori.  However,  the  proof  of  the  existence  of  other  minds  must  be  from 
the  analogy  of  our  own  minds  and  what  they  do ;  and  the  question  that 
raises  itself  is  :  What  do  we  take  in  our  own  bodily  life  as  the  true  ex- 
pression of  our  mind  ?  In  daily  life  we  surely  take  almost  all  our  out- 
ward deeds.  But  to  make  our  argument  absolutely  perfect,  it  may  be 
that  we  should  take  only  the  action  of  that  mechanism  which  is  the 
direct  and  immediate  organ  of  mind,  whether  this  be  the  brain  or  some 
unknown  mechanism.  But  may  it  not  be  that  we  should  set  aside  the 
question  of  organ  altogether  and  rather  emphasize  the  meaning,  or 
teleology,  of  our  deeds  and  hold  to  this  as  the  true  outward  expression 
of  mind?  Against  this  we  might  urge  the  seeming  intelligence  of  un- 
conscious instinctive  reactions.  Still,  in  any  case,  we  have  to  use  the 
best  we  have ;  and  this  means  that  in  daily  life  intelligent,  or  teleological, 
conduct  is  usually  sufficient  proof  of  the  presence  of  mind.  Hence  it 
may  be  that  I  go  too  far  in  saying  that  the  dead  would  have  to  reveal 
their  continued  existence  through  some  living  brain.  Perhaps  other  means 
of  intelligent  action  might  be  open  to  them  and  be  stich  that  it  could 
form  the  necessary  evidence  for  our  proof. 

However,  as  we  know  mind,  it  needs  a  brain  to  express  itself,  and 
hence  science  should  give  preference  to  a  search  in  this  direction  for  the 
desired  evidence.  This  statement  modifies  slightly  the  position  taken  in 
the  article  referred  to  in  the  note  at  the  beginning  of  this  chapter. 
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ftiiv  evidonco  of  the  life  beyond  death  of  a  mind  that 
«>nce  niaile  itself  known  to  us  here  on  earth,  where  are 
wo  to  get  that  evidence,  and  what  sort  of  evidence  must 
it  1)0?  Where?  Why,  if  at  all,  through  some  brain. 
And  through  whose  brain?  Surely  not  through  the  old 
brain  now  decayed  or  partly  disorganized.  But  where, 
then?  Surely  through  the  brain  of  some  living  man  or 
woman.  And  what  sort  of  evidence  must  it  be?  Ulti- 
mately, without  an  exception,  just  the  same  sort  that 
men  use  to  identify  the  author  of  any  communication. 
Ordinarily  you  and  I  are  very  uncritical  about  such  identi- 
fication. Whatever  expression  comes  from  Peter's  body 
is  without  any  hesitation  at  all  ascribed  b}?-  us  to  Peter's 
mind.  In  this  way  it  is  a  very  easy  task  for  us  to  iden- 
tify Peter's  writing  as  long  as  we  are  present;  but  put 
Peter  two  or  three  thousand  years  ago,  and  make  his  com- 
munication to  us  only  a  great-grandchild  copy  of  Peter's 
own  writing,  then  to  make  sure  that  he  was  the  author 
is  no  easy  task.  However,  no  matter  what  the  occasion, 
if  we  are  seriously  critical,  there  is  but  one  way  on  the 
face  of  the  earth  to  identify  Peter's  authorship;  and  that 
way  is,  not  to  find  out  whether  Peter's  brain  did  the  work, 
but  to  learn  whether  Peter's  mind  did  the  work.  How 
can  we  do  this  ?  Simply  by  comparing  the  communication 
in  question  with  what  we  accept  as  the  standard  com- 
munication of  the  mind  we  call  Peter's,  and  thus  prove 
their  common  authorship.  Did  the  same  mind  express 
itself  in  Othello  that  expressed  itself  in  Hamlet?  That 
is  always  the  ultimate  question.  Our  friend  now  talking 
to  us  should  be  judged  to  be  the  same  Peter  as  ever,  only 
because  the  contents  and  character  of  his  words  are  those 
of  Peter's  old  self.  Rob  the  words  of  every  similarity 
to  Peter's  words  of  old,  and  what  proof  have  you  that 
Paul's  mind  has  not  taken  Peter's  brain  ?  Of  course  such 
doings  are  not  in  the  usual  order  of  things.  Of  course  a 
moment  later  Peter  may  return  to  Peter's  ways  and  tell 


IMMORTALITY  147 

US  it  was  he  all  along.  But  before  Peter  comes  back  to  his 
old  self  again,  in  that  moment,  and  judging  Peter  all  b}^ 
himself,  where  is  your  evidence?  You  have  none  what- 
soever. 

Now  what  does  all  this  mean  for  our  problem  ?  It  means 
just  one  thing.  Either  science  must  give  up  the  whole 
problem  of  determining  whether  life  continues  after  death, 
and  acknowledge  itself  incompetent  to  answer  the  ques- 
tion ;  or  science  must  seek  in  living  brains  and  bodies  for 
acts  that  it  can  and  must  ascribe  to  a  mind  once  known  to 
express  itself  through  a  body  now  dead. 

Thus  it  follows  that  the  proof  of  immortality  must  con-  But  cau 
sist  in  identifying  the  authorship  of  some  expression  of  ^"'^l^  ^'"^^^9 
mind,  thereby  showing  the  author  now  dead  to  be  really  Three  possi- 
alive.     Whether  such  evidence  can  be  found  or  not  admits  ^'®  answers. 
of  three  possible  answers. 

First,  we  may  actually  find  the  facts  here  referred  to  ;  1.  Fiudiug 
and  then  of  course  we  shall  have  the  answer  that  proves  ^^^'^'^'"y 

J-  facts  m 

such  evidence  can  be  found.     But  to  search  for  such  facts  question, 
is  the  work  of  science,   and   not   that   of  philosophical 
reflection. 

The  second  and  third  answers  attempt  to  combat  the  2.  The 
possibility  of  any  such  evidence.     The  second  maintains  o^^'ecfs  that 
that  it  is  impossible  for  a  disincarnate  mind  to  comrau-  the  dead 
nicate  through  the  brain  of  some  one  now  living,  for  to  ne^ed  a  ma- 
do  this  there  would  have  to  be  some  material  mechanism  teriai  soul 

,11  i.1'1  1  1-1  to  commu- 

accompanymg  the  departed  mmd,  and  a  mechanical  con-  nicate  with 
nection  between  the  living  brain  and  this  outside  mechan-  "s. 
ism.  This  would  be  so,  it  might  be  urged,  because  by 
the  principle  of  the  conservation  of  energy  the  brain  can- 
not be  acted  upon  except  by  some  mechanical  means.  To 
all  this  we  can  only  reply,  it  is  a  question  for  science  to 
solve,  what  the  ultimate  mechanism  is  by  which  the  mind 
acts  through  the  brain.  Until  we  know  just  what  this 
mechanism  is,  and  until  we  know  that  it  could  not  be  pos- 
sessed by  a  disincarnate  mind,  we  do  not  know  whether 
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such  intcrconiimmication  is  possible  or  not.     All  we  do 

know  is,  that  mind  acts  thiough  brain;  and  whether  two 

or  more  minds  can  act  through  the  same  brain  we  do  not 

know.     As  far  as   we  know,  mind  cannot  reveal   itself 

to  mind  but  through  some  brain;  therefore,  unless  disin- 

carnate  minds  reveal  themselves  to  us  in  this  way  we  seem 

cut  off  absolutely  from  them. 

3.  The  The  third  and  last  way  of  answering  our  question  would 

material-       ^^^  ^    showinsf  definitely  that  the  mind  dei)ends  upon  the 

tion  th.1t  the  braiu  for  its  existence,  and  that  without  brain  mind  can- 

nuiui  lie-        jj^^j.  i^g^     This  of  course  would  put  an  end  to  the  whole 

pt'iids  quite  ^ , 

up»M»  the        question  of  immortality  by  solving  it  in  the   negative. 
eSstence  "^  '^'^^^*'   ^^^^    doctrine    cannot  be  established  has  been,   of 
course,  presupposed  in  our  whole   discussion  of  immor- 
tality.    However,  it  deserves  most  serious  consideration, 
yet  a  very  brief  consideration.     As  we  have  now  clearly 
seen,  our  one  way  of  knowing  minds  other  than  our  own 
to  exist  is  through  their  brains  and  the  bodily  states  these 
brains  regulate.     Have  we  any  right  to  twist  this  state- 
ment about,  and  to  say  any  mind  not  manifesting  itself 
through  some  brain  does  not  exist  ?     Clearly  this  would 
be  a  fallacy. 
Reply  to  this       What,  then,  remains  of  the  opponent's  doctrine?     Only 
No^evidence  ^^^^^  '  '^^^®  effect  that  brain  injury  or  brain  condition  in 
for  existence  general  has  upon  a  mind.     Yet,  the  question  at  issue  is 
dence  of '      "°^  ^^^^^  ^^^^'  ^^^  ^uly  its  true  significance  for  immortality. 
°«°^^ist.  Now  mark  well.      When  our  minds  betray  the  effect  of 

In-ain  injury  upon  them,  they  simply  tell  us  what  is,  as 
far  as  the  mind  knows  —  not  what  is  not.  All  sorts  of 
possibilities  remain.  Perhaps  the  mental  states  do  actu- 
ally stop  existing  —  perhaps  they  do  so  in  sleep  —  and 
perhaps  one  condition  of  their  revival  is  the  restoration 
of  normal  brain  activity.  But  have  we  any  right  to  as- 
sume that  the  brain,  the  only  known  instrument  of  their 
revival,  is  the  only  one?  We  surely  have  not.  Then, 
again,  perhaps  even  in  what  seems  to  be  the  deepest  un- 


ence. 
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consciousness,  conscious  life  continues  to  exist,  though 
we  do  not  remember  it. 

Thus  science  may  be  justified  in  saying:  We  cannot 
maintain  the  existence  of  a  consciousness  that  fails  to  mani- 
fest itself  even  to  the  mind  of  the  person  to  whom  it  would 
naturally  belong  (for  example,  when  our  memory  of  any 
mental  life  during  ether  intoxication  or  during  any  simi- 
lar period  of  unconsciousness  is  7iil);  but  science  is  not 
justified  in  saying  that  no  such  consciousness  exists,  or 
in  saying  that  if  it  does  not,  it  never  will  except  through 
a  revival  of  the  brain  to  its  normal  state.  We  have  per- 
haps no  scientific  right  to  affirm;  but  we  surely  have  no 
scientific  right  to  deny. 

What,  then,  are  we  to  say  is  the  outcome  of  our  dis-  Conclusion 
cussion? 

First,  we  set  aside  any  philosophic  proof  of  immortality. 
It  is  not  a  question  for  philosophy  to  answer,  but  for 
empirical  science  in  the  light  of  facts  that  now  escajje  us, 
if  they  exist.  As  philosophers,  we  hand  over  the  question 
to  science. 

Secondly,  our  philosophic  study  of  the  only  way  in 
which  mind  can  reveal  itself  to  mind  indicates  to  us  the 
main  lines  along  which  such  facts  are  to  be  found  by 
science,  if  found  they  ever  are,  or  if  exist  they  ever  do. 
The  evidence  that  proves  the  existence  of  another  mind 
is  from  analogy,  and  to  prove  it,  a  resemblance  must  be 
established  between  the  physical  manifestation  of  that  sup- 
posed mind  and  the  physical  manifestations  of  our  own 
minds.  Here  in  the  realm  of  physical  events,  in  the 
products  of  some  living  brain,  you  and  I  must  search  for 
the  only  facts  that  could  give  us  the  evidence  of  immor- 
tality. 

Whether  such  facts  have  ever  been  found,  or  ever  will 
be,  we  as  philosophers  do  not  know.  That  is  for  science 
to  determine.  However,  one  thing,  as  philosophers,  we 
have  to  say:  the  non-existence  of  life  after  death  cannot 
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l>o  provi'd  by  science.  At  the  most,  immortality  must 
ivmaiii  an  opiMi  (]nostion.  We  dare  not  change  the  propo- 
sition, the  mind  {k'pends  upon  the  brain  for  its  manifes- 
taiitin,  into,  the  mind  depends  upon  the  brain  for  its 
existence.  It  may  be  so,  but  the  evidence  for  that  quite 
escapes  us  and  always  must. 


CHAPTER   XVII 


MENTAL  CAUSATION  AND  CONSERVATION 


We  have  now  studied  the  differentiation  of  mind  from 
the  material  workl.  Then,  too,  we  have  studied  the  char- 
acter of  the  proof  that  might  reveal  to  us  the  existence  of 
minds  other  than  our  own  and  their  destiny  after  death. 
We  have  next  to  study  the  laws  that  govern  our  minds. 

In  the  ph3'sical  world,  whenever  we  behold  any  event 
taking  place  whose  cause  is  not  at  the  time  evident  to  us, 
we  never  hesitate  to  start  out  in  search  of  such  a  cause; 
for  we  believe  it  must  have  existed  in  some  way  that 
would  make  it  evident.  Thus  you  and  I  go  into  our 
sitting  room  in  the  morning  after  a  night's  rest  and  look 
toward  the  mantel  to  learn  the  time  from  the  clock  that 
stands  there.  We  are  not  surprised  to  find  it  ticking 
away  and  the  hands  in  a  different  position  from  that  in 
which  they  were  when  last  Ave  saw  the  clock.  Moreover, 
if  we  begin  to  reflect  how  the  hands  have  moved  in  our 
absence,  it  does  not  take  us  long  to  infer  that  the  taut 
spring  has  been  gradually  releasing  its  energy  as  the 
pendulum  permitted,  second  by  second,  all  night  long,  and 
has  thereby  forced  around  the  wheels  that  in  turn  moved 
the  hands.  It  is  quite  evident  that  we  could  here  con- 
struct  a   mental   picture    of    the   series    of   events    that 
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1  Parallel  Beading. 

The  student  should  read  in  connection  with  this  chapter  pp.  2-53-259 
in  James'  Psychology  (Briefer  Course),  New  York,  1892,  or  even  the 
whole  chapter  on  Association,  also  pp.  287-295. 

As  a  further  reference,  cf.  Miinsterberg,  GrundzUge,  Bd.  I,  S.  77  ff. 
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luivo  K'd  the  one  lo  the  other,  aiul  that  would  connect 
Ciiusjillv  the  position  of  the  hands  at  ten  o'clock  the 
night  before  with  that  at  eight  o'clock  this  morning. 
The  same  croneral  state  of  affairs  obtains  throughout 
natural  st-ience.  You  and  I  who  live  to-day  are  the  lineal 
descendants  of  men  that  lived  thousands,  and  perhaps 
millittns,  of  years  ago;  and  if  we  accept  the  doctrine  of 
animal  evolution,  we  are  the  lineal  descendants  of  ani- 
mals that  lived  millions  and  millions  of  years  before  that. 
Now  no  one  of  us  would  doubt  that  there  is  a  series 
of  connecting  links  from  child  to  parent  and  from  parent 
to  grandparent,  and  so  on  all  the  way  back  from  us  to  the 
earliest  life  whence  we  spring.  Of  course  no  man  can 
work  out  such  a  genealogical  series  for  himself,  and  it  is 
doubtful  whether  he  can  even  for  the  race.  But  none  the 
less  we  firmly  believe  that  there  was  such  a  series,  and 
we  seek  to  reconstruct  it  here  and  there  from  the  data 
that  we  can  find. 

Or,  again,  take  the  geography  of  any  part  of  the  earth. 
Geological  study  reveals  to  us   that  great  changes  have 
taken  place  in  the  course  of  past  ages,  making  what  was 
once  dry  land  an  ocean's  bottom,  and  what  was  once  an 
(■^  ocean's  bottom,  a  mountain  top.     Now  all  these  changes 

we  believe  to  have  been  gradual;  but  whether  they  were 
or  not,  they  resulted  because  of  the  definite  physical  con- 
ditions that  existed  at  the  time  and  gave  rise  to  others. 
Likewise,  too,  if  we  find  in  the  Orient  or  in  America  the 
ruins  of  some  ancient  city,  scholars  attempt  to  give  us  a 
mental  reconstruction  of  the  place.  They  work  out  from 
the  data  that  they  find,  a  knowledge  of  the  civilization  of 
the  people  that  lived  there,  how  and  when  the  city  came 
to  be  built,  how  the  civilization  died  out,  and  how  the 
place  came  to  be  abandoned.  In  short,  we  believe  there 
was  a  series  of  events  that  fully  explain  what  we  now 
find,  and  we  believe  it  is  theoretically  possible  to  make 
an  intellectual  reconstruction  for  ourselves  of  that  very 
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series  or  parts  of  it.  In  tins  way  tlie  whole  natural  or 
material  world  in  all  its  past  history  makes  a  series  in 
which  one  stage  gives  rise  to  the  next;  and,  theoretically 
speaking,  although  this  is  often  not  practically  possible, 
we  can  gain  a  knowledge  of  just  what  state  of  affairs,  or 
stage,  in  the  series  preceded  and  gave  rise  to  the  state 
that  we  may  be  studying. 

However,  when  we  come  to  the  mental  world  all  is  inthemen- 

,.„„  rni  •         n  n  •         n  •         •         •  tal  WOrld  all 

dinerent.      ihcoretically  as  well  as  practically,  it  is  im-  is  different, 
possible  for  us  to  reconstruct  a  series  of  mental  events  for  ^*  ^f  impos- 

sibiG  to  rc- 

any  considerable  length  of  time  without  meeting  great  construct 

0'a])S  in  the  series  that  must  remain  unfilled  forever.     As  *"y  f^'^^ 
°   ^  continuous 

you,  reader,  see  the  printed  words  on  this  page,  the  series, 
vision  in  your  mind  is  of  course  a  mental  state.  If  we 
ask  whence  it  came,  the  only  answer  we  can  give  is  to 
trace  it  to  certain  unknown  nervous  activities,  caused  in 
your  occipital  lobes,  which  in  turn  arose  from  a  nervous 
shock  carried  there  by  the  optic  nerve  from  the  retina  of 
your  eyes.  From  here  we  can  trace  it  back  to  the  light 
reflected  by  the  page  into  your  eyes.  Of  course  this  is 
not  the  whole  story.  Psychology  tells  us  that  were  it  not 
for  your  past  education  you  would  not  be  able  to  discrimi- 
nate at  all  acutely  the  little  black  letters,  nor  would  you  be 
able  to  recognize  the  words  and  their  meaning.  Further, 
without  such  education  and  mental  habits  already  formed, 
you  could  not  be  interested  enough  in  what  jou  are  now 
reading  to  pay  attention  to  it. 

But  here  again,  if  you  ask  us  to  reconstruct  the  series 
that  will  explain  causally  your  recognition  and  attention, 
that  make  up  such  a  large  element  in  the  mental  states  we 
call  "reading,"  what  are  we  to  say?  What  events  imme- 
diately precede  your  reading  this  instant  and  form  the 
causal  explanation  of  it?  There  are  clearly  no  mental 
events  to  which  we  can  refer.  At  the  best,  we  shall  have 
to  explain  it  in  terms  of  brain  centres  and  brain  paths  set 
into  activity  by  the  shocks  coming  from  the  retinas  into 
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the  occipitiil  lobes.  True,  we  have  the  practical  difficulty 
t)f  knowing  next  to  nothing  about  these  brain  centres  and 
jiaths.  Slill  we  do  believe  they  exist,  and  that  were  our 
knowledge  only  extended  enough  we  could  get  a  complete 
series  of  causal  events  leading  from  cause  to  effect  up  to 
the  very  instant  when,  for  some  mysterious  reason,  your 
mind  got  the  mental  states  we  call  reading. 

But  why  not  take  a  case  where  the  point  is  even  more 
evident?  You  lie  asleep  on  a  couch  when  suddenly  an 
alarm  bell  sounds.  Immediately  you  pass  from  a  state  of 
(as  far  as  we  know)  complete  unconsciousness  to  a  con- 
dition of  consciousness.  Now  what  is  the  causal  series? 
Surely  if  the  mental  world  were  in  this  respect  like  the 
physical  world,  we  should  expect  to  find  that  one  state 
of  consciousness  was  immediately  preceded  by  others,  its 
causes  or  conditions,  and  they  in  turn  by  others,  and  so  on 
back  from  moment  to  moment  to  the  time  of  our  birth. 
But  even  there  we  should  not  be  able  to  stop  any  more 
than  we  stop  there  in  explaining  our  phj^sical  descent  from 
our  parents.  We  should  have  to  trace  this  mental  world 
back  beyond  our  birth,  not  only  a  few  moments  or  years, 
but  even  centuries  and  aeons.  Now  no  such  thing  is  pos- 
sible. We  have  not  the  faintest  hope  of  finding  any  such 
complete  series  of  mental  states  succeeding  one  another 
without  break  from  moment  to  moment.  If  there  be  such 
a  mental  series,  then  it  lies  wholly  beyond  our  ken. 

Thus,  as  we  know  the  mental  Avorld,  and  as  we  can 
alone  know  it,  it  presents  a  picture  entirely  different 
from  that  of  the  jjhysical  world.  Instead  of  being  one 
continuous  picture,  it  is  made  up  of  many  pictures,  and 
these  completely  separated  the  one  from  the  other.  That 
is,  not  only  is  mind  separated  from  mind,  but  also  one 
day's,  or  maybe  one  hour's,  mental  life  is  completely 
separated  from  the  other  within  the  very  same  mind. 
Just  as  our  previous  discussion  has  shown  us  that  the 
only  connecting  links  between  mind  and  mind  are  physical 
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events ;  so,  also,  do  we  now  find  that  from  day  to  day  and 
from  moment  to  moment  the  mental  stream  within  the 
one  mind  is  constantly  broken,  and  that  we  have  only 
physical  facts  to  fill  up  the  gaps. 

This  entire  difference  between  the  picture  of  the  world  Does  this 
of  mental  events  and  that  of  physical  events  gives  rise  at  riiy  alter 
once  to  questions  concerning  how  far  our  methods  of  inter-  ^^^  method 

1  ..,  r  of  interpret- 

pretmg  the  two  worlds  can  be  similar  and  how  tar  they  ing  the  men- 
must  be  different.     Let  us  reflect  on  this  problem.     There  ^^wi'id? 

^  There  are 

are  three  {][uestions  to  ask.  three  prob- 

First :  Must  we  seek  for  the  causes  of  mental  events  ^®°"^' 
among  physical  events,  and  even  go  so  far  as  always  to 
do  this  ?  Or,  on  the  other  hand,  can  there  be  a  psychology 
in  the  same  sense  that  there  is  a  physics ;  namely,  a  de- 
scription of  a  complete  causal  series  in  terms  of  psychical 
events  ? 

Secondly :  Must  we  suppose  that  unknown  to  us  there 
is,  in  fact,  a  complete  mental  series  ;  though  we  perceive 
only  those  parts  of  it  that  make  up  the  mental  content 
of  the  moment  and  that  memory  reveals  to  us,  and  must 
rely  for  the  rest  that  we  know  upon  analogy?  Clearly 
most  of  the  mental  Avorld  would  have  to  remain  forever 
hidden  because  no  analogy  with  our  own  minds  could 
reveal  it;  and  hence  we  ask:  Could  we  rightly  infer  such 
complete  continuity  in  the  mental  world  as  that  which 
we  find  in  the  physical  world,  and  explain  the  insular 
picture  we  have  of  it  by  the  statement.  The  rest  is 
hidden  forever  from  us  ? 

Thirdly  :  Can  we  suppose,  or  rather  must  we  suppose, 
that  there  is  for  mental  events  a  law  of  conservation 
similar  to  the  law  of  conservation  of  mass  and  motion 
that  holds  of  physical  events  ? 

Let  us  take  these  questions  up  in  order.  In  regard  to 
the  first  question,  it  is  at  once  evident  that  in  the  great 
mass  of  instances  we  must  appeal  to  physical  events  to 
give  any  explanation  of  why  we  have  the  mental  states 
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that  we  do.  Why  do  I  now  see  the  page  of  blank  paper, 
the  poll  and  the  ink?  Why?  Amongst  other  reasons, 
beeause  physieal  events  give  rise  to  certain  unknown 
oecurrenees  in  my  brain.  In  all  this  world  we  cannot  find 
anv  mental  event  that  will  explain  my  perception  as  it 
is  now  ex[)lained  by  the  physical  stimulus  and  the  brain 
changes  tliat  they  cause.  If  there  be  such  a  mental  event, 
it  is  entirely  hidden  from  us. 

But  if  there  cannot  be  a  psychology  as  complete  and 
continuous  as  physics,  must  we  go  to  the  extreme  of 
asserting  that  all  our  mental  states  must  be  explained 
physiologically,  that  all  psycholog}'  must,  if  perfectly 
worked  out,  be  a  physiological  psychology?  Can  mental 
states  nowhere  explain  one  another  causally? 

In  recognition  it  looks  as  though  the  face  suggests  the 
name,  and  in  reasoning  it  looks  as  though  the  premise 
leads  us  to  the  conclusion  through  its  very  content  or 
meaning.  In  memory  we  often  feel  that  our  wills  or 
the  significance  of  the  occasion  determines  the  revival 
of  past  experience,  and  in  volition  we  feel  that  our  deci- 
sion and  conduct  are  the  direct  outcome  of  the  spiritual 
struggle.  But  even  in  such  cases  the  causal  relation  is 
not  mental.  Seemingly  we  are  forced  back  to  physiology 
for  what  explanation  we  can  give,  no  matter  how  little 
that  ma}'  be. 

Now  what  proof  have  we  for  such  a  conclusion  —  a  con- 
clusion that  to  many  must  seem  quite  radical?  The 
answer  is  this.  As  far  as  we  know  any  given  mental 
state  can  be  followed  by  any  other  you  wish  to  name.  A 
may  be  followed  by  B;  but  why  B  more  than  F  ot  L? 
Or,  to  express  it  in  the  concrete.  As  I  look  at  my  cubical 
glass  ink-well,  it  makes  me  think  of  a  cake  of  ice. 
Now,  if  we  leave  out  the  chain  of  physical  events  in  the 
nervous  system,  there  is  no  reason  whatsoever  why  it 
might  not  have  made  me  think  of  anything  else  in  place 
of  the  cake  of  ice.     That  is,  if  we  were  rigidly  to  exclude 
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the  influence  of  physical  events^  the  succession  of  our  men- 
tal states  would  entirely  lack  any  real  uniformity.  The 
same  state,  as  far  as  we  can  ever  call  two  mental  states  the 
same,  is  just  as  liable  to  be  followed  by  any  other  you 
may  wish  to  name  as  by  the  state  that  followed  it  on  the 
previous  occasion.  You  may  reply,  Similarity  or  con- 
tiguity explains  why  one  mental  state  is  recalled  by 
another.  That  there  is  a  similarity,  or  that  there  is  a 
contiguity,  we  grant,  and  even  that  indirectly  a  law  of 
contiguity  or  similarity  does  work  causall}-;  but  still,  in 
any  given  case,  why  does  my  mind  work  according  to 
similarity,  the  next  instant  according  to  contiguity,  the 
next,  say,  according  to  recency,  intensity,  or  some  other 
law  of  association?  Ultimately  there  is  no  reason  but 
habit  or  instinct  to  give  me  even  a  clew  to  an  explana- 
tion. In  short,  our  minds  are  a  complete  enigma  to  us 
except  in  so  far  as  we  can  bring  some  order  into  the  con- 
fusion by  making  use  of  brain  physiology.  Why  A  should 
call  up  F,  because  of  the  recency  of  F,  rather  than  (r, 
associated  by  long  contiguity  or  close  similarity,  defies 
explanation  in  mental  terms ;  or  why  A  is  next  followed 
by  Gr  or  JI  instead  of  by  F.  Our  mental  states  come  and 
go,  all  according  to  their  own  sweet  will,  as  far  as  the 
mental  picture  alone  is  concerned. 

But  why  must  this  be  so?     Why  must  our  mental  life  The  very 
consist  of  such  non-continuous  occurrences  ?     There  are  new  eie- 

several  reasons.     New  factors  are  constantly  entering  in,   nients  are 

,.,  -CI       ^^^^  being 

and  that,  too,  m  such  complexity  that  a  succession  of  purely  added  to 

mental  events  is  never  found.     Impressions  from  without  f.^^^^^^l 

^  ,      .  life  through 

the  mind  are  constantly  altering  our  associations.     Then,   stimulus 
too,  there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  the  whole  basis  *^°™  ^^^' 

,      ,  ,  out,  makes 

of  association  comes  to  us  through  heredity,  and  is  only  the  physical 
modified  by  experience.     In  short,  the  factor  here   rep-  ^%^*^  regent 
resented   by   instinct   enters    into   all    our    associations,   factor, 
because  they  are  all  but  modified  instincts.     Now,  evi- 
dently, the  impression  from  without  must  be  discussed 
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in  physiological  terms,  as  must  be  also  our  instincts. 
Our  infornialion  gives  us  in  the  nervous  system  alone  the 
means  of  c.\plaining  perception  and  inherited  associations 
or  instincts.  Even  though  you  believe  that  in  reality  the 
mental  world  is  not  any  more  fragmentar}'  than  the  physi- 
cal, still  we  are  so  limited  ultimately  to  observing  our 
own  thoughts  alone,  and  others'  only  by  analogy,  that  our 
picture  of  it  must  be  fragmentary  even  after  we  have  ac- 
complished every  conceivable  reconstruction.  The  physi- 
cal world  knowdedge  can  reconstruct  from  our  data  into 
a  spatial  and  temporal  continuity;  but  our  mental  world 
can  never  have  its  gaps  filled  up,  even  though  we  be 
obliged,  for  good  reasons,  to  believe  that  in  reality  those 
gaps  do  not  exist. 

Now  to  ask  whether  those  gaps  do  really  exist  or  not,  is 
askinsr  whether  there  are  mental  states  outside  of  our  nor- 
mal  stream  of  consciousness  giving  rise  to  all  that  takes 
place  within  it;  and  whether,  when  our  normal  mental 
life  stops,  as  in  sleep  or  trance  or  faint,  it  is  followed 
by  outside  mental  states,  its  effects.  Are  our  apparently 
discontinuous  mental  states  but  a  series  of  islands  raising 
their  forms  above  an  ocean  surface  and  seeming  to  be  but 
isolated  fragments,  whereas  in  reality  they  are  one  con- 
tinuous, but  for  the  greater  part  submerged,  continent? 
Those  who  maintain  this  view  and  who  believe  that  the 
mental  world  is  coextensive  with  the  physical  are  called 
Panpsychists.  If  they  are  right,  the  mental  world,  though 
mostly  hidden  from  our  perception,  is  just  such  a  con- 
tinuous and  eternal  series  of  events  as  is  the  physical 
world.  But  this  problem  —  the  second  of  our  three  — 
we  must  for  the  time  set  aside. 

The  third  problem  is  that  of  mental  conservation.  The 
answer  to  this  problem  must  be  similar  to  that  of  mental 
causation.  We  have  a  very  different  world  to  deal  with 
w^hen  we  come  to  mind  from  that  which  we  have  in  deal- 
ing with  the  material  world.     The  similarity  between  the 


conscious- 
ness. 
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two  worlds  comes  chiefly  from  the  intimate  relationship 
between  mind  and  body ;  and  thus  truths  holding  of  the 
body  seem  almost  to  hold  of  the  mind,  whereas  in  truth 
they  hold  only  of  those  bodily  activities  which  correspond 
to  the  mind. 

Now,  lirst  of  all,  we  have  learned  that  the  laws  of  con-  As  far  as 
servation  are  ultimately  but  laws  of  permanent  quantita-  tion involves 
tive  relations  holdinor  universally  in  the  physical  world ;  spatial  leia- 

...,,,        tions,  it  can- 

and  that  the  mental  world  is  not  quantitative  in  ail  tlie  not  hold  o£ 
ways  in  which  the  spatial  world  is,  just  because  it  is  not 
a  spatial  world.  Thus  we  have  quite  a  different  prob- 
lem when  we  try  to  apply  quantitative  relations  to  the 
mind.  But  to  what  extent  can  we  find  quantitative 
relations  in  mental  states  ?  Clearly  all  spatial  relations 
are  barred  out  as  being  at  the  most  only  figures  of  speech 
when  applied  to  the  mind.  We  talk  about  the  field  of 
consciousness,  its  contents,  and  so  on ;  but  consciousness 
is  not  spatially  a  field,  nor  does  it  spatially  contain.  The 
limitations  of  its  field,  as,  for  example,  the  limitations 
of  the  field  of  vision,  represent  literally  a  spatial  limita- 
tion only  in  the  sense  that  the  object  as  perceived  has  such 
limitations.  The  consciousness  as  consciousness  can  be 
limited  only  in  so  far  as  it  does  not  contain  at  one  time 
all  conceivable  impressions  and  ideas.  Likewise  our 
power  to  attend  is  limited,  but  not  spatiall}^  limited. 

Thus  we  cannot  divide  up  consciousness  into  geometri-  Nor  can 
cal  parts.     At  the  best  we  can  divide  it  up  temporally,  and  conserva- 
we  can  analyze  it  into  those  sentient  elements  that  come  tion  of  sen- 

.  ,  .        .  1  .  ,1  m  tis^t  atoms. 

to  US  now  in  one  combination  and  now  m  another.      Inen, 

too,  we  can  talk  about  intensity;  one  pain  or  one  light  is 
intenser  than  another.  But  note  well:  are  such  differ- 
ences aught  but  qualitative  ?  The  thought  moving  slowly 
through  our  minds  and  the  same  thought  rushing  quickly 
by  are,  when  looked  at  solely  as  mental  states,  not  the 
same  thoughts,  but  very  different  ones.  The  thing  to 
which  they  have  reference,  or  which  they  picture,  may  be 
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thesanu-;  l)ut  tliev  are  not.  A  similarity  doubtless  exists 
between  thcni;  but  Ave  cannot  say  that  one  is  the  other 
lenr'thenecl  out  like  the  time  of  a  Avheel's  revolution. 
The  same  is  true  of  intensities.  Ultimately  the  only  way 
to  apply  a  standard  of  measurement  to  the  mind  would 
be  to  seek  ultimate  simple  sentient  elements,  and  then 
decide  Avhat  sentient  elements  any  given  psychosis  con- 
tained. Thus,  at  the  best,  our  mental  life  can  be  meas- 
ured only  in  terms  of  sentient  elements  that  we  find 
for  us  unanalyzable,  or  atomic.  But,  you  ask,  if  this 
be  so,  is  there  not  possibly  a  mental  conservation  just 
in  terms  of  these  very  atoms?  Are  they  not,  like  the 
physical  atoms,  permanent  entities;  and  must  we  not  con- 
ceive of  consciousness  as  built  of  these  atoms  ?  No  doubt, 
as  a  matter  of  description,  we  may  adopt  the  results  of 
mental  analysis;  but  the  atoms  thus  resulting  do  not 
fulfil  the  same  office  as  physical  atoms.  Against  the  per- 
sistence of  such  mental  atoms  we  can  urge  many  of  the 
objections  urged  against  purely  mental  causation.  These 
atoms  disappear  from  all  observation ;  they  are  not  con- 
served like  physical  atoms.  We  have  no  right  to  suj^pose 
that  they  may  not  come  into  existence  and  go  out  of  exist- 
ence. Of  course  this  is  true  also  of  pjhysical  atoms ;  but 
in  the  case  of  the  physical  atoms  we  have  the  ultimate 
relations  of  mass  and  motion  to  fall  back  upon.^  In  the 
case  of  consciousness  we  have  nothing  of  the  sort.  The 
only  place  to  get  anything  approaching  conservation  is 

1  In  fact,  the  conservation  of  atoms  presupposes  space.  Two  physical 
atoms  otherwise  alike  can  be  distinguished  by  their  positions  in  space. 
Two  sentient  atoms,  however,  could  not  be  so  distinguished  except  as 
they  were  observed  at  one  time.  From  moment  to  moment  we  could  not 
tell  whether  we  had  the  same  atom  again  or  a  different  one.  In  the 
spatial  world  position  enables  us  to  do  so ;  but  in  the  mental  world  we 
have  no  position.  Thus  from  moment  to  moment  there  could  be  neither 
identification  nor  distinction  of  atoms.  A  physical  atom,  therefore,  can 
theoretically  be  observed  to  have  a  continuous  life  from  moment  to 
moment;  not  so,  however,  a  sentient  atom. 
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in  the  uniformity  that  obtains  between  mind  and  brain 
activity.  In  short,  if  we  seek  relations  that  are  con- 
served, they  must  be  found  in  the  physical  world.  This 
means  that  the  conservation  of  physical  mass  and  motion 
must  be  invoked  to  explain  the  jAenomena  of  mind  in 
exactly  the  same  way  that  it  was  invoked  to  explain  the 
secondary  qualities.  That  is,  just  as  we  found  that  the 
secondary  qualities  must  be  interpreted  in  relation  to  a 
world  all  of  whose  elements  are  conserved,  so  also  now 
do  we  find  that  our  mental  states  must  in  like  manner  be 
explained  in  relation  to  this  same  world. 


CHAPTER   XVIII 

THE   FEEEDOM   OF   THE   WILL  ^ 

In  the  problem  of  the  freedom  of  the  will,  we  mean  to 
limit  ourselves  to  the  question,  Whether  all  mental  events 
obey  the  general  law  of  causation  just  as  do  physical  events? 
Does  uniformity  of  coexistence  and  sequence  obtain  be- 
tween mental  events  and  between  mental  events  and  phj'si- 
ological  events  ?  Can  we,  theoretically  speaking,  predict 
future  mental  events  just  as  we  predict  physical  events  ? 
Or,  on  the  other  hand,  are  some  at  least  of  the  mental 
events,  namely,  those  called  volitions,  or  acts  of  will, 
exceptions  to  the  general  rule  ?  Can  we  ever  under  any 
given  set  of  conditions  will,  or  choose,  otherwise  than  we 
actually  do  ? 
Science  pre-  There  seems  but  one  answer  to  be  given  to  this  ques- 
supposesthe  ^jqq^     ^h  q^j.  mental  life  does  come  under  the  o-eneral 


same  udi- 


b^ 


formity  in      law  of   causation,   exactly  as    does    any  other   series    of 
l^^,!*^!!??]^     events  in  the  world.     The  work  of  science,  in  the  case 

world  as  m  ' 

the  physical,  of  mind,  like  its  work  elsewhere,  is  to  find  out  the  laws 
of  coexistence  and  sequence.  Were  our  mental  states 
without  such  laws,  we  should  give  up  the  work  of  learn- 
ing their  laws.  The  very  fact  that  we  do  have  such  a 
science  as  psychology  leads  one  at  once  to  find  in  science 

1  Parallel  Beading. 

Taulsen,  System  of  Ethics.  Translated  and  edited  by  F.  Thilly.  New 
York,  1899.     Book  II,  Chapter  IX. 

G.  F.  Stout,  A  Manual  of  Psychologj',  London  and  New  York,  1899. 
Book  IV,  Chapter  X. 

James,  Principles  of  Psychology,  Vol.  II,  pp.  569 ff.  "The  Question 
of  Free  Will." 
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this  very  presupposition  about  the  mental  life.  However, 
its  full  justification  involves  a  much  broader  problem  than 
that  of  the  philosophy  of  mind.  The  problem  is  that  of 
universal  causation.  This  we  must  study  later  in  its 
general  implications;  and  later  still  in  the  theory  of 
knowledge  we  must  determine  its  validity  as  a  presup- 
position of  all  science. 

For  the  present,  then,  our  problem  is  solely  this :  Does  a  lack  of 
the  science  of  the  mind  presuppose  the  universal  presence  f"r^i'J°'' 
of  causal  uniformity  there  as  elsewhere  in  the  world?     It  -nouidat 
certainly  does  do  so.     Did  mental  states  arise  indepen-  fo^VaTot 
dently  of  their  conditions,  we  should  have  in  them  purely  mos  into 
chaotic  events  —  events  with  which  we  could  not  deal  ^  ^°^' 
scientifically.     But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  never  treat 
the  mind  thus.     Of  course  the  conditions  giving  rise  to 
mental  events  are  liable  to  be  exceedingly  complex,  and 
therefore  to  admit  of  practical  prediction  only  to  a  small 
extent.     None  the  less  we  try  to  predict;   we  study  in 
order  that  we   may   predict.      We   study   the   relations 
between  character  and  heredity,  between  character  and 
environment,  assuming  throughout  the  existence  of  a  uni- 
formity for  which  we  seek,  or  rather  whose  exact  character 
we  strive  to  learn. 

This  does  not  mean  that  the  mind  itself  plays  no  part  Determin- 
in  its  career.  That  would  be  not  to  grant  to  the  mind  even  p^aUgm. 
what  we  admit  of  a  billiard  ball.  The  ball's  structure,  its 
shape,  its  weight,  all  play  a  part  in  its  history.  It,  itself, 
makes  up  part  of  the  conditions  of  all  its  activities.  So 
also  does  the  mind.  Necessitarianism,  or  Determinism, 
as  this  doctrine  is  variously  called,  in  no  way  asserts  that 
the  mind  is  the  mere  creature  of  surrounding  conditions. 
Far  from  that,  for  its  whole  nature  must  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  all  it  does.  Under  the  same  external 
conditions  we  do  not  expect  two  different  minds  to  act 
in  the  same  way.  Concrete  facts  on  every  hand  would 
contradict  such  a  fatalism. 


CHAPTER   XIX 

THE   SOUL   AND   TERSONAL   IDENTITY^ 

We  have  studied  the  mind  from  the  point  of  view  of  its 
manifestations.  It  remains  for  us  to  reflect  concerning  it 
as  a  thing  to  which  we  ascribe  these  manifestations.  Is 
there  a  mind,  or  soul  ?  Wliat  is  the  soul  ?  These  ques- 
tions must  be  answered  in  the  reverse  order. 
VThat  is  the  What  is  the  soul  ?  Men  of  earlier  times  and  the  popu- 
f'"'''  lar  mind  even  to-day  have  replied  in  a  way  very  differ- 

It  IS  not  a  -^  •*•  •  1  A 

material        ent  from  that  in  which  we  can  now  consistently  do.     A 
entity.  thing  to  them  means  some  material  object;  and  therefore 

the  thing  or  substance  of  the  mind  is  an  object  that  admits 
of  being  seen  and  touched.  True,  it  may  not  be  quite  so 
dense  as  ordinary  objects  about  us.  True,  it  may  gener- 
ally be  invisible  and  have  the  power  to  pass  through  walls 
or  other  obstacles.  Yet  it  is  material,  and  as  such  occu- 
pies space.  It  is  seemingly  of  a  semi-gaseous  nature. 
It  is  like  the  breath.     It  is  a  ghost. 

Such  notions  of  the  soul  quite  fail  to  take  account  of 
the  radical  distinction  we  had  to  make  between  mental 
states  and  material  events.  Yet  even  so,  this  does  not 
entirely  explain  the  difficulty.  We  all  feel  in  closer 
touch  with  the  material  world  than  with  the  mental;  and 
for  all  of  us  a  material  thing  has  that  evident  reality  we 
demand  of  every  object  to  which  we  ascribe  substantiality. 
Touch  and  vision  are  such  natural  criteria  of  reality  to 
every  one,  that  whatever  admits  of  neither  seems  only 

1  If  the  student  has  not  already  done  so,  he  should  not  fail  to  read 
Professor  James's  very  interesting  chapter,  "The  Self,"  Chapter  XII,  in 
his  Psychology  (Briefer  Course). 
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semi-real.  In  short,  our  habit  demands  that  a  thing  to 
be  a  thing  must  be  a  material  thing.  But  this  habit 
leads  us  into  error.  It  is  a  remnant  in  us  of  a  primitive 
manner  of  thought  —  a  remnant  that  is  to  no  little  de- 
gree responsible  for  the  difficulty  each  one  at  first  feels  in 
accepting  the  sharp  distinction  between  mind  and  body. 
We  demand  that  mental  states  should  inhere  in  a  material 
being,  like  colors,  or  be  one  of  its  activities,  like  physical 
movements.  Yet,  as  we  know,  our  mental  states  are 
totally  distinct  from  the  qualities  of  the  spatial  world, 
and  are  in  no  sense  motions.  They  are  entirely  non- 
spatial.  Therefore,  when  we  demand  for  their  sujjport 
the  same  material  substantiality  that  we  demand  for  spa- 
tial qualities  and  relations,  we  are  but  bringing  over  from 
one  world  to  another  a  system  that  has  no  place  in  the 
latter. 

This  same  truth  will  be  evident  when  we  think  of  the  it  is  not  an 
way  in  which  we  should  have  to  picture  such  a  material  ^'^■J^^*  ^^ 

•^  .  .  *-  sense-per- 

soul.     Is  it  a  semi-gaseous,  or  some  other,  reproduction  ception. 

of  our  bodies  ?     Such  it  certainly  has  been  in  the  mind  • 

of  older  generations,  and  such  it  is  still  in  the  minds  of 

those  who  expect  to  live,  in  the  world  beyond  the  grave, 

a  life  of  material  companionship.     The  spirits  are  seen, 

are  touched.     We  hold  conversations  with  them.     They 

have  bodies,  changed  it  is  true,  but  none  the  less  bodies 

patterned  after  the  old  body  of  this  life.     Now  if  we  are 

to  hold  to  such  a  material  soul,  there  are  but  two  valid 

claimants  for  the  office.      They  are  our  body  and  our  brain. 

Any  other  material  soul  bears  too  many  marks  of  being 

the  mere  creature  of  fancy.     Any  other  material  soul,  to 

justify  itself,  ought  to  be  produced  by  its  believers  so 

that  its  existence  may  be  reasonably  evident  to  our  senses. 

It  must  be  within  the  field  of  reasonable  experiment  to 

make  such  a  semi-gaseous  soul  visible   or  its  presence 

otherwise  evident.     Yet  who   nowadays  but  would  feel 

the  experiment  ridiculous  —  who  but  the  extremely  igno- 
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Thingness, 
or 

substanti- 
ality, has 
quite  a  dif- 
ferent mean- 
ing from  all 
this. 


Thingness 
means  the 
object's 
unity  and 
permanence 
of  structure. 


rant  or  superstitious  ?  Yes,  if  a  material  soul  be  the  thing 
to  which  we  luust  ascribe  our  mental  states  as  manifesta- 
tions, then  two  things  alone  seem  likely  at  present  to  win 
acceptance,  the  whole  body  or  the  brain. 

However,  if  the  question  at  issue  really  rested  upon 
such  an  argument  as  that  just  given,  I  for  one  should  be 
disposed  to  side  with  either  party  or  neither  party.  If 
in  truth  the  soul  be  material,  why  may  it  not  be  any  one 
of  numerous  things,  any  one  at  least  as  far  as  we  know? 
Why  may  it  not  be  the  brain,  why  not  some  few  cells  of 
the  brain,  why  not  some  imponderable  ethereal  object 
within  the  brain;  and  if  you  believe  in  the  infinite  divisi- 
bility of  matter,  why  need  you  stop  even  there  ?  Such  an 
arsfument  asrainst  the  older  crude  notion  of  the  material 
soul  may  appeal  to  the  physiologist ;  but,  after  all,  if  we 
are  to  reject  that  or  any  other  material  soul,  we  must 
search  deeper. 

The  mind  is  not  material ;  why  then  by  any  conceivable 
right  do  we  demand  for  it  a  material  substance  as  its  sup- 
port? True  it  is,  that  brain  states  and  mind  are  intimately 
connected ;  yet,  as  we  have  seen,  the  two  are  entirely  dif- 
ferent. A  material  substance  in  no  way  supplies  us  with 
the  needed  thingness  for  the  mind.  With  such  a  mate- 
rial soul,  the  mind  is  not  one  whit  more  explicable  than 
without  it.  If  we  granted  the  existence  of  such  a  soul 
this  would  tell  us  no  more  than  if  we  merely  said,  what 
all  admit,  the  mind  and  brain  are  most  intimately  related. 
Still  even  this  is  not  a  satisfactory  answer;  for  we  are 
pushed  on  to  an  entirely  new  problem :  What  is  substance  ? 
What  is  even  that  material  substance  we  so  glibly  ascribe 
to  all  about  us  ?  But  this  problem  we  must  reserve  for  a 
later  chapter  in  metaphysics. 

For  the  present  we  must  be  satisfied  with  a  partial 
answer,  yet  an  answer  given  in  the  light  of  what  is  to 
be  said  later.  Why  do  we  ascribe  substantiality,  or 
thingness,  to  any  object  ?     Clearly,  as  we  know,  because 
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we  can  treat  that  object  as  a  true  unity;  because  it  is  not 
a  mere  conglomerate  of  parts  that  have  no  deeper  principle 
of  union  holding  them  together.  A  rock  is  more  truly- 
one  thing  than  is  a  heap  of  sand.  An  animal  is  more 
truly  one  thing  than  is  a  cloud  of  dust.  An  atom  is 
more  truly  a  thing  than  are  chemical  compounds,  because 
of  the  unity  of  its  structure  and  the  permanence  of  its 
character.  In  short,  what  makes  a  thing  a  thing  is  this 
unity  and  permanence ;  and  ultimately  we  shall  find  that 
this  sums  up  all  we  can  mean  by  substance.  Thus  our 
question  concerning  the  soul  resolves  itself  into  the  fol- 
lowing: Does  our  mental  life  possess  that  unity  of  struc- 
ture and  that  permanence  of  character  which  justifies  us 
in  calling  it  a  thing?  If  it  does,  then  our  mind,  just 
because  of  this  unity,  is  a  soul.  Its  unity  is  the  soul. 
And  the  principle  and  character  of  this  unity  are  just 
what  we  mean  by  personal  identity. 

When  we  carefully  observe  our  mental  life  it  is  not,  as  Now  the 
has  been  thought  in  past  times,  a  mere  succession  of  men-  ^^"^^^^-^'^ 
tal  states.     Our  mental  life  is  not,  as  it  were,  a  line  of  unity  and 
bricks,  each  brick  quite  distinct  by  itself.      Our  mental  Permanence 

'  i  -J  of  structure; 

life  has  rather,  psychology  tells  us,  to  be  thought  of  as  a  and  this  con- 
stream.     Each  successive  state  flows  into  the  next  and  is  gouj^'^^it  jg 
no  more  separable  from  it  than  the  river  at  point  x  is  our  personal 
separable  from  the  river  a  foot  higher  up  or  lower  down.   ^  ^°  '  ^ ' 
In  thought  we  can  separate  such  parts  and  talk  about 
them  as  though  they  were  quite  distinct  things ;  but  in 
the   really  existing   object   we   see    at   once   what   mere 
abstractions  such  so-called  distinct  things  are. 

But  there  is  still  another  truth  holding  of  our  mind. 
This  stream  of  consciousness  of  which  we  have  been  talk- 
ing is  a  unity.  No  matter  where  we  enter  it,  it  is  the 
same  stream  as  that  which  went  before  and  as  that  which 
will  follow  after.  In  some  very  real  sense  each  one  of 
our  minds  is  the  same  as  that  which  existed  yesterday  and 
that  will  exist  to-morrow.     To-day's  self  recognizes  the 
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self  of  vosterday  and  looks  forward  to  tlie  self  of  to-mor- 
row. In  fact  we  never  get,  in  our  minds  at  least,  such 
a  complete  separation  of  mental  states  that  the  stream 
of  consciousness  is  made  up  of  several  minds,  one  giv- 
ing place  in  succession  to  another.  All  this  has  been 
so  admirably  described  by  Professor  James  that  we  shall 
borrow  his  account  of  it. 

"The  thoughts  wdiich  we  actually  know  to  exist  do  not 
fly  about  loose,  but  seem  each  to  belong  to  some  one 
thinker  and  not  to  another.  Each  thought,  out  of  a  mul- 
titude of  other  thoughts  of  which  it  may  think,  is  able  to 
distiiifruish  those  which  belonof  to  it  from  those  which  do 
not.  The  former  have  a  warmth  and  intimacy  about  them 
of  which  the  latter  are  completely  devoid ;  and  the  result  is 
a  Me  of  yesterday,  judged  to  be  in  some  peculiarly  subtle 
sense  the  sayne  wdth  the  I  who  now  make  the  judgment. 
As  a  mere  subjective  phenomenon  the  judgment  presents 
no  special  mystery.  It  belongs  to  the  great  class  of  judg- 
ments of  sameness ;  and  there  is  nothing  more  remarkable 
in  making  a  judgment  of  sameness  in  the  first  person  than 
in  the  second  or  the  third.  The  intellectual  operations 
seem  essentially  alike,  whether  I  say  '  I  am  the  same  as  I 
was,'  or  whether  I  say  '  The  pen  is  the  same  as  it  was 
yesterday.'  It  is  as  easy  to  think  this  as  to  think  the 
opposite  and  say  'Neither  of  us  is  the  same.'  The  only 
question  which  we  have  to  consider  is  whether  it  be  a 
right  judgment.     Is  the  sameness  predicated  really  tliere? 

"If  in  the  sentence,  'I  am  the  same  that  I  was  yester- 
day,' we  take  the  'I '  broadly,  it  is  evident  that  in  many 
ways  I  am  not  the  same.  As  a  concrete  INIe,  I  am  some- 
what different  from  what  I  was:  then  hungry,  now  full; 
then  walking,  now  at  rest;  then  poorer,  now  richer;  then 
younger,  now  older;  etc.  And  5^et  in  other  ways  I  am 
the  same,  and  we  may  call  these  the  essential  ways.  My 
name  and  profession  and  relations  to  the  world  are  iden- 
tical, my  face,  my  faculties,  and  store  of  memories  are 
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practically  indistinguishable,  now  and  then.  Moreover 
the  Me  of  now  and  the  Me  of  then  are  continuous;  the 
alterations  were  gradual  and  never  affected  the  whole  of 
me  at  once.  So  far,  then,  my  personal  identity  is  just 
like  the  sameness  predicated  of  any  other  aggregate  thing. 
It  is  a  conclusion  grounded  either  on  the  resemblance  in 
essential  respects,  or  on  the  continuity  of  the  phenomena 
compared.  And  it  must  not  be  taken  to  mean  more  than 
these  grounds  warrant,  or  treated  as  a  sort  of  metaphysical 
or  absolute  Unity  in  which  all  differences  are  overwhelmed. 
The  past  and  present  selves  compared  are  the  same  just 
so  far  as  they  are  the  same,  and  no  farther.  They  are  the 
same  in  hind.  But  this  generic  sameness  coexists  with 
generic  differences  just  as  real ;  and  if  from  the  one  point 
of  view  I  am  one  self,  from  another  I  am  quite  as  truly 
many.  Similarly  of  the  attribute  of  continuity:  it  gives 
to  the  self  the  unity  of  mere  connectedness,  or  unbroken- 
ness,  a  perfectly  definite  phenomenal  thing  —  but  it  gives 
not  a  jot  or  a  tittle  more. 

"But  all  this  is  said  only  of  the  Me,  or  Self  as  known. 
In  the  judgment  'I  am  the  same,'  etc.,  the  'I '  was  taken 
broadly  as  the  concrete  person.  Suppose,  however,  that 
we  take  it  narrowly,  as  the  Thinker.,  as  ''that  to  ivhich '  all 
the  concrete  determinations  of  the  Me  belong  and  are 
known :  does  there  not  then  appear  an  absolute  identity 
at  different  times?  That  something  which  at  every 
moment  goes  out  and  knowingly  appropriates  the  3Ie  of 
the  past,  and  discards  the  non-me  as  foreign,  is  it  not  a 
permanent  abiding  principle  of  spiritual  activity  identical 
with  itself  wherever  found  ? 

"That  it  is  such  a  principle  is  the  reigning  doctrine 
both  of  philosophy  and  common  sense;  and  yet  reflection 
finds  it  difficult  to  justify  the  idea.  If  there  were  no  pass- 
ing states  of  consciousness.,  then  indeed  we  might  suppose 
an  abiding  principle,  absolutely  one  with  itself,  to  be  the 
ceaseless  thinker  in  each  one  of  us.     But  if  the  states  of 
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consciousness  bo  accorded  as  realities,  no  such  'substan- 
tial '  identity  in  the  thinker  need  be  supposed.  Yester- 
day's and  to-day's  states  of  consciousness  have  no  substantial 
identity,  for  when  one  is  here  the  other  is  irrevocably  dead 
and  c^one.  But  they  have  i\,  functional  identity;  for  both 
know  the  same  objects,  and  so  far  as  the  by-gone  me  is 
one  of  those  objects,  they  react  upon  it  in  an  identical 
way,  greeting  it  and  calling  it  mine,  and  opposing  it  to 
all  the  other  things  they  know.  This  functional  identity 
seems  really  the  only  sort  of  identity  in  the  thinker  which 
the  facts  require  us  to  suppose.  Successive  thinkers, 
numerically  distinct,  but  all  aware  of  the  same  past  in  the 
same  way,  form  an  adequate  vehicle  for  all  the  experience 
of  personal  unity  and  sameness  which  we  actually  have. 
And  just  such  a  train  of  successive  thinkers  is  the  stream 
of  mental  states  (each  with  its  complex  object  cognized 
and  emotional  and  selective  reaction  thereupon)  which 
psychology  treated  as  a  natural  science  has  to  assume. 

"But  ivhy  should  each  successive  mental  state  appro- 
priate the  same  past  Me  ?  I  spoke  a  while  ago  of  my  own 
past  experiences  appearing  to  me  with  a  'warmth  and 
intimacy '  which  the  experiences  thought  of  by  me  as 
having  occurred  to  other  people  lack.  This  leads  us  to 
the  answer  sought.  My  present  Me  is  felt  with  warmth 
and  intimacy.  The  heavy  warm  mass  of  iny  body  is 
there;  and  the  nucleus  of  the  '  spiritual  me,'  the  sense  of 
intimate  activitj',  is  there.  We  cannot  realize  our  pres- 
ent self  without  simultaneously  feeling  one  or  other  of 
these  two  things.  Any  other  object  of  thought  which 
brings  these  two  things  with  it  into  consciousness  will  be 
thought  with  a  warmth  and  an  intimacy  like  those  which 
cling  to  the  present  me. 

"  Any  distant  object  which  fulfils  this  condition  will  be 
thought  with  such  warmth  and  intimacy.  But  which  dis- 
tant objects  do  fulfil  the  condition,  when  represented? 

"Obviously  those,   and  only  those,  which  fulfilled  it 
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when  they  were  alive.  Them  we  shall  still  represent 
with  the  animal  warmth  upon  them;  to  them  may  possibly 
still  cling  the  flavor  of  the  inner  activity  taken  in  the  act. 
And  by  a  natural  consequence  we  shall  assimilate  them 
to  each  other  and  to  the  warm  and  intimate  self  we  now 
feel  within  us  as  we  think,  and  separate  them  as  a  col- 
lection from  whatever  objects  liave  not  this  mark,  much 
as  out  of  a  herd  of  cattle  let  loose  for  the  winter  on  some 
wide  Western  prairie  the  owner  picks  out  and  sorts 
together,  when  the  round-up  comes  in  the  spring,  all  the 
beasts  on  which  he  finds  his  own  particular  brand.  Well, 
just  such  objects  are  the  past  experiences  which  I  now 
call  mine.  Other  men's  experiences,  no  matter  how  much 
I  may  know  about  them,  never  bear  tliis  vivid,  this  pecul- 
iar brand.  This  is  why  Peter,  awakening  in  the  same 
bed  with  Paul,  and  recalling  what  both  had  in  mind 
before  they  went  to  sleep,  reidentifies  and  appropriates 
the  'warm'  ideas  as  his,  and  is  never  tempted  to  confuse 
them  with  those  cold  and  pale-appearing  ones  which  he 
ascribes  to  Paul.  As  well  might  he  confound  Paul's 
body,  which  he  only  sees,  with  his  own  body,  which  he 
sees  but  also  feels.  Each  of  us  when  he  awakens  says, 
Here's  the  same  old  Me  again,  just  as  he  says,  Here's  the 
same  old  bed,  the  same  old  room,  the  same  old  world. 

"  And  similarly  in  our  waking  hours,  though  each  pulse 
of  consciousness  dies  away  and  is  replaced  by  another,  yet 
that  other,  among  the  things  it  knows,  knows  its  own 
predecessor,  and  finding  it  'warm,'  in  the  way  we  have 
described,  greets  it,  saying:  'Thou  art  mine,  and  part  of 
the  same  self  with  me.'  Each  later  thought,  knowing  and 
including  thus  the  thoughts  that  went  before,  is  the  final 
receptacle — and  appropriating  them  is  the  final  owner — of 
all  that  the}^  contain  and  own.  As  Kant  says,  it  is  as  if 
elastic  balls  were  to  have  not  only  motion,  but  knowledge 
of  it,  and  a  first  ball  were  to  transmit  both  its  motion 
and  its  consciousness  to  a  second,  which  took  both  up 
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into  its  eonscit)usne.ss  and  passed  them  to  a  third,  until 
the  h\st  ball  held  all  that  the  other  balls  had  held,  and 
realized  it  as  its  own.  It  is  this  trick  which  the  nascent 
thought  lias  of  innnediately  taking  up  the  expiring  thought 
and  'adopting '  it,  which  leads  to  the  appropriation  of 
most  of  the  remoter  constituents  of  the  self.  Who  owns 
the  last  self  owns  the  self  before  the  last ;  for  what  pos- 
sesses the  possessor  possesses  the  possessed.  It  is  im- 
possible to  discover  any  verifiable  features  in  personal 
identity  which  this  sketch  does  not  contain,  impossible  to 
imagine  how  an}'  transcendent  principle  of  Unity  (were 
such  a  principle  there)  could  shape  matters  to  any  other 
result,  or  be  known  by  any  other  fruit,  than  just  this  pro- 
duction of  a  stream  of  consciousness  each  successive  part 
of  which  should  know,  and,  knowing,  hug  to  itself  and 
adopt,  all  those  that  went  before,  —  thus  standing  as  the 
representative  of  an  entire  past  stream  wdth  wdiich  it  is  in 
no  wise  to  be  identified." 
Conclusion.  Such  then  is  personal  identity,  and  such  is  that  unity 
we  have  to  ascribe  to  our  minds.  Such  is  its  thingness. 
The  very  fact  that  we  do  identify  our  present  life  with 
our  life  of  yesterday,  requires  that  there  be  some  common 
standpoint  from  which  the  identification  can  be  made.  If 
the  life  of  yesterday  be  utterly  divorced  from  the  life  of 
to-day,  how  can  the  Self  be  more  than  what  is  now  the 
content  of  consciousness  ?  Clearly  the  very  fact  of  a  con- 
tinued life  stretching  over  years,  as  does  our  own,  consti- 
tutes that  very  unity,  or  personal  identity,  which  we  call 
the  soul.  Our  mental  states,  the  life  of  the  moment,  be- 
long to  this  self.  The}'  are  7ny  states,  it  is  m^/  mental  life; 
and  that  I,  that  continuous  stream  into  which  they  fit,  is 
the  Soul.  Clearly  such  a  soul,  such  a  unity  in  our  con- 
sciousness, is  no  figment  of  our  imagination.  It  is  just  as 
truly  an  element  in  our  mental  life  as  are  the  individual 
states  themselves.  As  Lotze  puts  it :  "  It  has  been  required 
of  any  theory  which  starts  without  presuppositions  and 
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from  a  basis  of  experience,  that  in  the  beginning  it  slioiild 
speak  only  of  sensations  or  ideas,  without  mentioning  the 
soul  to  which,  it  is  said,  we  hasten  without  justification 
to  ascribe  them.  I  should  maintain,  on  the  contrary,  that 
such  a  mode  of  setting  out  involves  a  wilful  departure 
from  that  which  is  actually  given  in  experience.  A  mere 
sensation  without  a  subject  is  nowhere  to  be  met  with  as 
a  fact.  It  is  impossible  to  speak  of  a  bare  movement  with- 
out thinking  of  the  mass  whose  movement  it  is ;  and  it  is 
just  as  impossible  to  conceive  a  sensation  existing  with- 
out the  accompanying  idea  of  that  which  has  it,  or,  rather, 
of  that  which  feels  it;  for  this  also  is  included  in  the 
given  fact  of  experience,  that  the  relation  of  the  feeling 
subject  to  its  feeling,  whatever  its  other  characteristics 
may  be,  is  in  any  case  something  different  from  the  rela- 
tion of  the  moved  element  to  its  movement.  It  is  thus, 
and  thus  only,  that  the  sensation  is  a  given  fact;  and  we 
have  no  right  to  abstract  from  its  relation  to  its  subject 
because  this  relation  is  puzzling,  and  because  we  wish  to 
obtain  a  starting-point  which  looks  more  convenient,  but 
is  utterly  unwarranted  by  experience."-^ 

It  is  in  this  sense,  and  only  in  this  sense,  we  speak  of 
ourselves  and  desire  a  continuation  of  our  life  beyond 
death.  An  immortality  of  a  soul  in  a  different  sense,  as 
we  have  already  seen,  would  be  for  us  no  immortality  at 
all.  It  is  this  unity,  with  its  permanent  characteristics, 
that  makes  up  our  personality.     This  unity  is  the  Soul. 

1  Metaphysic,  Vol.  I,  p.  169  f. 
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likewise 
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We  are  now  prepared  to  sum  up,  in  the  form  of  a  cri- 
tique, the  results  of  our  reflective  study  of  the  mind. 
What  first  shall  we  say  to  the  psychologist?  His  ulti- 
mate field  is  clearly  a  very  limited  one,  for  at  bottom  the 
only  mind  he  can  observe  directly,  and  therefore  study  at 
first  hand,  is  his  own.  Other  minds,  if  known  at  all, 
can  be  known  only  through  analogy  with  his  own.  But 
what  is  the  basis  of  this  analogy?  Clearly  the  outward, 
or  physical,  manifestation  of  that  inner  life  he  would, 
but  cannot,  directly  observe.  Ultimatel3%  then,  psychol- 
ogy must  be  a  study  of  the  physical  manifestation,  if  we 
are  to  have  a  psychology  that  is  more  than  a  mere  psy- 
chology of  the  individual  psychologist  himself.  Psychol- 
ogy, then,  must  be  a  branch  of  biolog}^  or  at  least,  more 
generally  speaking,  a  natural  science. 

Yet,  on  the  other  hand,  nothing  could  be  more  false 
than  to  make  psychology  only  a  natural  science.  It  is, 
and  must  be,  also  a  mental  science.  But  how  can  the 
mind  be  studied?  Ultimately  the  same  principles  that 
hold  of  the  interpretation  of  the  world  hold  also  of  our 
study  of  mind.  It  is  true  —  true  beyond  any  reasonable 
doubt  —  that  our  mental  states  are  not  mere  compounds 
of  parts,  like  oats  in  a  bin  or  a  heap  of  stones.  Any  part 
of  the  stream  of  consciousness,  like  the  whole  stream 
itself,  is  an  organic  unity.  Just  as  the  human  body  dis- 
sected is  no  longer  the  human  body,  so,  also,  our  mental 
states  analyzed  into  so-called  simple  states,  or  elementary 
states,  are  not  the  living,  throbbing  mental  states  of  the 
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actual  living  mind.  But  not  one  whit  the  less,  just  this 
very  analysis  will  have  to  be  made.  The  very  tenet  we 
urged  so  emphatically  concerning  the  world  of  nature,  and 
to  which  natural  science  rightly  holds  so  strongly,  is  the 
atomic  theory.  That  atomic  theory,  we  maintained, 
destroys  the  living,  concrete,  organic  unity  of  nature. 
Your  body  and  my  body  are  not  heaps  of  atoms  literally. 
Yet  we  found  that,  to  study  the  human  body,  or  any  other 
material  object,  means  sooner  or  later  to  take  it  to  pieces, 
to  analyze  it  into  "simple"  elements.  As  a  result  we 
get  abstractions,  not  concrete  realities  ;  but  these  very 
abstractions  are  just  what  science  needs.  In  short,  ulti- 
mately the  atomic  theory  holds  of  the  mind  as  it  does  of 
nature.  It  may  be  indefinitely  harder  for  science  to  apply 
it  to  the  mind  than  it  has  been  for  science  to  apply  it  to 
the  material  world.  Nevertheless  the  problem  is  there, 
whether  we  can  solve  it  or  not.  That  is,  a  complete 
study  of  mind  demands  the  same  final  analysis  of  the 
mental  stream  as  the  complete  study  of  matter  demands  of 
material  objects. 

But  right  here  we  come  upon  a  fundamental  difference  The  physical 
between  the  mental  world  and  nature.     The  mind  is  best  ^j^^^  ^^^ 
described  as  a  stream  and  its  atom  as  a  point  in  that  world  of 
stream.     But  this   stream  is  not  absolutely  continuous  conserva- 
from  the  point  of  view  of  the  world  at  large.     Not  only  tion,  and 
are  there  big  gaps  in  it,  such  as  the  hours  of  sleep  and  ^i^g  physical 
unconsciousness,  but  it  is  constantly  being  fed  into  from  explanation 

-r-TT-  .  CI  j;   J.1  must  be  also 

Without.     We  can  give  no  account  oi  the  source  or  tnese  ^^^  i,asis  for 
new  elements  except  in  mental  terms.     We  have  no  other  t^e  purely 

.  1    1  •        ^       •      ^  .  psychical, 

account  of  them  to  give,  but  one  worded  in  physical  terms. 

What,  then,  is  the  consequence?     The  physical  world  is 

alone  that  world  of  complete  conservation  in  which  the 

story  of  events  may  be  told  as  an  eternal  and  continuous 

tale.     If  any  explanation  of  mind  is  to  be  given  that 

will  fill  in  the  blanks  of  the  mental  stream  involved  in 

sleep,  in  the  indefinite  ages  before  our  birth,  in  the  sources 
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of  our  perceptions,  and  so  on,  we  have  to  go  back  into 
the  pliysicul  worhl  for  it.  But  more  than  this,  the  story  of 
niiml  iloniamls,  just  as  truly  as  does  that  of  nature,  com- 
plete continuity.  Hence,  ultimately,  science  must  hold 
that  its  ideal  ex[)lanation  of  mind  would  be  physical. 
This  does  not  mean  that  mind  is  to  be  identified  with 
matter,  any  more  than  the  secondary  qualities  were  to  be 
identilied  with  the  primary.  It  means,  rather,  that  the 
mind  is  to  be  related  to  the  physical,  and  its  ultimate  uni- 
formities to  be  expressed  in  terms  of  such  relationship. 
The  ideal  psyclwlogy  is  a  physiological  psychology.  Such  a 
ps3'cholog3-  would  be  able  when  complete  to  give  a  con- 
tinuous history  of  mind  from  the  lowest  life  to  the  high- 
est. It  would  give  likewise  a  continuous  history  and 
explanation  of  the  individual  mind.  The  gaps  in  our 
story  of  the  actual  succession  of  psychoses  would  be  filled 
with  events  truly  bearing  upon  the  mind;  and  our  mental 
states  would  be  brought  into  full  relationship  with  nature 
at  large. 

But  what  is  the  full  significance  of  this  view?  It 
means  that  our  mental  life  must  be  interpreted  ultimately 
in  relation  to  the  physical  world  and  its  purely  quanti- 
tative laws  and  events,  just  as  we  found  that  the  secondary 
qualities  of  the  physical  world  itself  must  be.  This  does 
not  mean  the  identification  of  mind  and  matter;  but  it 
does  mean  that  the  purely  physical  explanation  of  all 
events  is  the  fundamental  one  to  which  the  explanation  of 
other  elements  and  events  has  to  be  related. 

But,  again,  such  an  ideal  of  psychology  leaves  no  room 
for  a  type  of  freedom  of  will  quite  contrary  to  the  neces- 
sity, or  complete  uniformity,  of  physical  events.  This 
likewise  in  no  way  denies  the  existence  of  spontaneity. 
On  the  contrary,  spontaneity  is  of  all  truths  the  one 
upon  which  our  study  of  nature  laid  greatest  emphasis. 
What  it  does  mean  is  the  complete  obedience  of  all  changes 
to  the  causal  law. 
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The  ideal  psychology  will  then  strive  to  approach  a  The  idecai 
complete  knowledge  of  the  brain  or  other  physical  median-  ^[^i^l  ^^^ 
ism  that  is  the  connecting  link  between  mind  and  the  rest  physioiogi- 
of  the  body,  oi-,  better  expressed,  the  ultimate  mechanism  ^^qw' 
of  mind.      This  mechanism,  just  like  any  other,  will  be 
interpreted  in  purely  physical  terms;  that  is,  quantita- 
tively.     Its   origin,    structure,    and    activities    will    be 
explained  like  those  of   any  other  organ    of   our   body. 
Then,  finally,  the  mental  life  will  be  explained  by  working 
out  the  laws  of  coexistence  between  it  and  its  physical 
instrument.    Of  course  this  is  an  ideal,  and,  consummated, 
rej)resents  a  stage  of  psychology  vastly  beyond  any  results 
thus  far  attained.     Yet  it  represents  something  more  than 
a  dreamer's  ideal.     It  represents  what  the  psychologist  and 
the  physiologist  should  aim  more  and  more  to  realize.     It 
represents  the  truth  so  widely  held  among  students  of  the 
mind  to-day,   that  psychology  cannot  be  divorced    from 
nervous  physiology,  even  though  it  be  true  that  nervous 
physiology  is  mostly  mere  hypothesis  and  speculation. 


111.   ONTOLOGY 
CHAPTER  XXI 

INTRODUCTORY 

onrncw  HAVING  HOW  dealt  ill  the  course  of  our  philosophizing 

problem        ^^.-^j^  ^|jg  pi-obleuis  that  belouor  specifically  to  the  two  great 

dcAls  with  A  T,,,  i-i 

reality  as  n    cliisses  of  objects,  the  material  world  and  mind,  we  must 
whole     Hut  j^  ^^  ^^^^,^  ^^^^.  tboujTrhts  to  problcius  that  no  longer  belong 

what  thPij  IS  ox  . 

this  prob-       particularly  to  a  mere  part  of  the  world  or  universe,  but  to 
^^'^'  reality  as  a  whole.     Here,  then,  we  commence  our  reflec- 

tive study  of  the  world  in  its  entirety.  But  often  in 
science  it  is  far  harder  to  decide  just  what  questions  we 
are  to  ask  than  it  is  to  discover  the  answer  to  them  when 
once  definitely  formulated.  Here  we  undertake  a  study 
of  the  world  as  a  wliole;  and  evidently  the  information 
we  shall  gain  will  be  in  answer  to  certain  definite  ques- 
tions that  we  must  first  put  to  reality.  Psychology  tells 
us  tliat  to  seek,  our  minds  must  in  some  way  be  prepared 
for  what  they  are  to  find;  otherwise  the  unknown  object 
sought  for  will  not  be  discovered,  but  will  be  passed  by 
unnoticed.  Having  eyes,  we  often  fail  to  see.  Why? 
Because  we  had  no  real  eyes  for  just  that  truth  or  just 
that  object.  In  deep  meditation  we  fail  to  hear  the  re- 
marks others  make  to  us,  or  we  pass  our  friends  by  on  the 
street  and  fail  to  return  their  greeting.  In  short,  the 
world  does  not  in  most  cases  reveal  its  truths  unsought 
for.  First,  we  have  to  ask  what  we  seek ,  then  the  chances 
are  vastly  greater  that  our  question  will  be  answered. 
To  know  beforehand  what  we  want  to  hear  will  help  us  to 
hear  it.  This  is  what  we  do  each  time  we  listen  to  catch 
the  tick  of  the  clock.     To  attend  to  anything  is,  as  it 
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were,  to  put  to  it  the  question,  What  are  you?  But  if  we 
do  not  attend,  if  we  do  not  ask,  even  though  the  answer 
be  for  a  lifetime  right  within  reach,  it  will  never  be  ours. 
Hence  we  must  ask  ourselves  what  it  is  we  wish  to  ask 
of  reality  as  a  whole;  and  this  is  no  easy  question  to 
answer. 

We  are  accustomed  to  ask  questions  about  almost  any  ob-  it  must  raise 
ject  that  comes  to  our  attention;  and  why  may  we  not  tuT*^°°l 
find  out  what  these  questions  are,  and  turn  them  into  asked  of  any 
questions  about  reality  as  a  whole  ?  What  are  the  ques-  ^^-i^^** 
tions  we  might  ask  about  almost  anything  we  can  imagine  ? 
As  we  look  out  of  our  window,  there  yonder  stands  a 
house.  What  sort  of  questions  might  we  ask  about  it  in 
common  with  almost  anything  else  ?  We  should  not  ask 
what  is  its  color,  for  some  things  have  no  color.  We 
should  not  ask  who  lives  there,  because  such  a  question 
belongs  only  to  a  dwelling,  not  to  trees  and  stones  as  well. 
We  should  not  ask  its  dimensions,  for  some  things  do  not 
have  dimension.  We  should  ask  rather,  (1)  Of  what  stuff, 
or  substance,  is  it  made,  or  composed?  for  this  we  could 
ask  of  any  existing  thing;  (2)  we  should  inquire,  What 
is  its  plan  of  construction,  or  what  we  might  call  its  con- 
stitution or  organization?  This,  too,  we  could  ask  of 
anything  that  can  in  any  way  be  analyzed  into  parts. 
(3)  Finally,  we  could  ask.  How  did  the  house  come  to 
be?  This,  too,  we  could  ask  of  anything  that  has  ever 
come  into  existence  or  has  in  any  way  changed  since  it 
has  come  into  existence.  In  short,  wherever  there  is  a 
change,  we  can  ask  for  the  conditions,  agents,  or  manner 
of  its  occurrence ;  for  as  far  as  we  know  everything  under- 
goes change,  that  is,  everything  has  come  into  its  present 
order  of  existence  out  of  some  past  different  order,  every- 
thing from  the  earth's  inhabitants  to  the  earth  itself,  from 
one  solar  system  to  the  sidereal  system  of  which  it  is  a 
part.     They  all  had  a  beginning. 

We  have  then  three  questions  to  ask.      What  is  the 
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I.   What  is 
the  8ul>- 
Btauoe  of 
the  world  ? 
The  tneau- 
ingof  the 
term  "  Sub- 
stance." 


Stuff,  8ul«tance,  or  essence?  What  is  the  constitution? 
What  is  the  orii^in?  These  questions  are  all  fairly  easy 
to  luuk'i-stanil  if  one  does  not  ask  us  too  critically  just 
uh;it  we  mean  by  them.  However,  the  more  carefully  we 
try  to  answer  them  the  more  clearly  shall  we  be  able  to 
give  their  exact  import.  So  it  will  be  sufiicient  for  the 
present  to  give  a  brief  statement  of  how  we  shall  ask  them 
of  reality  as  a  whole,  and  then  proceed  with  our  investiga- 
tion itself. 

1.  What  is  the  stuff,  or  substance,  of  u'hich  the  world  is 
composed?  What  do  we  mean  by  a  stuff,  or  substance? 
Take  water.  What  is  its  substance  ?  Oxygen  and  hydro- 
gen. But  what  are  they?  Two  forms  of  matter  that  have 
such  and  such  properties,  or  characteristics.  But  what  is 
matter?  Why,  something  that  manifests  itself  as  occu- 
pying space.  But  what  is  this  something?  Here  we  are 
caught.  We  have  gone  as  far  as  we  can.  In  short,  when 
we  are  asked  what  is  the  stuff,  or  substance,  of  which  a  thing 
is  composed,  e.g.  water,  we  understand  that  our  inquirer 
wants  to  know  under  what  general  class  of  substance  we 
include  it.  If  he  wants  to  know  what  is  the  substance  of 
this  substance,  again  we  state  some  more  general  substance 
yet.  And  so  on  until  finally  we  reach  what?  The  most 
general  forms  of  existence.  Then  if  he  wants  to  know 
anything  further,  the  most  seemingly  that  we  can  rej^ly 
is  to  tell  him  in  what  ultimate  wa3's  this  most  general 
substance  manifests  itself.  Now  right  here  we  have  the 
definition  for  which  we  seek.  A  stuff,  or  substance,  is 
something  that  has  certain  characteristics,  or  manifests 
itself  thus  and  so.  In  short,  when  we  tell  of  what 
material  anything,  e.g.  water,  is  composed,  did  our  in- 
quirer push  us  far  enough,  the  answer  would  always  run, 
"It  is  something  that  manifests  itself  thus  and  thus." 
Now,  the  something  that  does  the  manifesting  is  called 
substance,  and  its  manifestations,  or  the  ways  in  which  it 
manifests   itself,   are    its   attributes.      There    is   another 
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point  for  us  to  notice.  Whenever  we  tell  the  material 
of  which  a  thing  is  made,  we  have  not  given  its  ulti- 
mate substance  until  we  are  pushed  back  to  the  final  form 
of  answer.  That  is,  ordinarily  we  do  not  give  the  ulti- 
mate substance  of  things;  for  example,  when  we  say  that 
houses  are  made  of  wood,  or  that  water  is  composed  of 
hydrogen  and  oxygen.  Now  in  philosoph}^,  what  is  meant 
by  substance  is  this  ultimate  something,  not  the  interven- 
ing materials  of  which  one  can  ask  the  very  same  question, 
What  are  they?  Substance  then  is  something  ultimate, 
and,  seemingly,  we  are  limited  to  stating  its  attributes. 

Now  we  are  ready  to  give  the  meaning  of  our  first  ques-  Our  ques- 
tion. What  is  the  stuff,  or  substance,  of  reality?     This  t!o°gives 

•^  rise  to 

question  is  intended  to  ask.  In  how  many  ultimate  ways  Ontology. 
does  the  substance  of  the  world  reveal  itself  and  what  are 
these  ivays  ?     These  two  problems  together  form  the  Onto- 
logical  Prohlem;  that  is,  the  problem  of  the  essence  of  the 
world,  or  of  its  attributes.^ 

To   state   briefly  the    problems    of    ontology  and   the  TheProb- 
answers  they  have  received.     The  problems,  as  we  see,   ^^o^j"*^ 
are  two.     The  one  deals  with  the  number  of  attributes.   Ontology, 
the  other  with  the  kinds  of  attributes  that  substance  has. 
The  former  problem  has  been    answered  chiefly   in  two 
ways ;  that  is,  the  substance  of  the  world  has  been  said  to 
have  one  attribute  and  has  been  said  to  have  two  attri- 
butes.    These  doctrines  we  shall  name,  respectively,  Mon- 
ism and  Dualism.     According  to  the  Dualist,  the  world 
manifests  itself  ultimately  as  both  material  and  spiritual; 
whereas   the  Monist    attempts    to    reduce    one   of  these 

1  Now  "the  essence  of  a  thing  is  that  one  of  its  properties  which  is  so 
important  for  my  interests  that  in  comparison  with  it  I  may  neglect  the 
rest."  Hence  essence  for  ontology  means  those  properties  that  are  of 
importance  when  we  deal  with  objects  in  their  universal  aspects.    The  * 

two  aspects  that  have  been  singled  out  by  ontology  are  materiality,  or 
extension,  and  immateriality,  or  spirituality.  The  student  should  not  fail 
to  read  in  this  connection  pp.  354-358  in  James'  Psychology  (Briefer 
Course),  or  pp.  832-337  in  Vol.  II,  of  his  Principles  of  Psychology. 
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attributes  to  the  other;  that  is,  either  extension  to  con- 
sciousness or  consciousness  to  a  form  of  extension.  The 
hitter  monistic  doctrine  is  Materialism;  the  former  is 
called  Spiritualism.  Now,  besides  telling  ns  the  ultimate 
wavs  in  which  substance  manifests  itself,  it  belongs  to 
ontoloo-y  also  to  say  what  it  can  about  substance  as  such; 
namely,  apart  from  its  manifestations.  What  is  substance 
as  such?  Thus  our  analysis  of  ontology  gives  us  the 
following  topics  to  discuss:  Materialism^  Spiritualism^ 
Dualism^  and,  finally,  the  Problem  of  Substance. 

2.  But  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  second  philosophical 
problem,  which  asked,  What  is  the  constitution  of  the 
world?  B}-  the  constitution  of  anything  we  mean  the 
parts  that  make  it  up  and  their  order;  in  short,  its  struc- 
ture, or  anatomy,  and,  secondly,  the  interaction  of  the 
parts  —  how  they  act  the  one  upon  the  other  and  thereby 
fulfil  the  function  of  the  whole  structure,  or,  to  carry  out 
the  figure  of  a  living  body,  its  physiology.  Therefore  by 
the  problem  of  the  constitution  of  the  world  or,  as  it  is 
called,  cosmology,  we  mean  to  inquire :  first,  Is  the  world 
composed  of  ultimate  parts,  or  elements,  or,  what  is  the 
same  question.  Is  there  but  one  substance  or  is  there 
a  plurality  of  substances  ?  and,  secondly.  If  the  latter, 
what  is  the  order  obtaining  among  them  ?  and,  next.  What 
are  the  fundamental  laws  in  accordance  with  which  the 
activities  or  changes  that  constitute  the  world  of  events 
take  place  ? 

If  our  cosmological  theory  reply  that  there  is  but  one 
substance,  it  is  called  Singularism  or  Pantheism.  If  it 
answer.  There  is  a  plurality  of  substances,  it  is  called 
Pluralism;  and,  as  pluralists,  we  should  be  called  upon 
to  determine  the  order,  or  relation,  of  the  substances.  In 
either  case,  however,  we  shall  be  asked  about  the  great 
course  of  events  that  makes  up  the  life,  or  process,  of  the 
world ;  and  this  problem  we  shall  divide  into  three  topics. 
First,   why  the  world  can  be  regarded  as  made   up   of 
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many  individual  things  and  their  qualities;  secondly, 
how  in  general  these  things  act  and  react  upon  one  another, 
or  what  is  the  principle  of  causation;  and,  thirdly,  how 
mind  and  body  in  particular  are  causally  related? 

3.  Finally  Ave  have  our  third  problem.  What  is  the  iii.  What  is 
origin  of  the  world,  and  how  has  it  come  into  its  present  J!|®  w  ^V^  ^^ 
order?     The  answer  to  this  problem  is  called  Cosmogony.   orCos- 

We  have  now  a  bird's-eye  view  of  the  problems  that  lie  ^^e'^^y^ 
before  us  when  we  come  to  study  the  world  as  a  whole. 
The  problems  are  three:  we  seek  an  Ontology,  a  Cos- 
mology, and  a  Cosmogony.  We  shall  take  up  first  the 
ontological  theories ;  and  of  these,  first  of  all,  the  doctrine 
of  Materialism. 


CHAPTER   XXII 

MATERIALISM  ^ 

The  Origin  The  philosopher,  as  such,  was  seen  by  us  to  differ  from 
of  Ontology  other  people  chiefly  in  his  mode  of  conceiving  the  ordi- 
aiism."  nary  tilings  of  everyday  life.     Each  mind  has  its  peculiar 

interests ;  and  in  accord  with  those  interests  it  analyzes 
any  concrete  object,  finding  there  present  some  abstract 
element  that  is,  at  least  for  the  moment,  of  supreme 
import. 

This  same  truth  must  be  taken  into  consideration  when 
we  now  ask:  What  was  the  origin  of  ontology,  and  why 
did  men  tend  to  solve  its  problems  by  a  materialism  rather 
than  by  some  other  theory?     If  we  go  back  far  enough 

1  Parallel  Heading. 

The  student  should  read  in  Paulsen's  Introduction,  Book  I,  Chapter  I, 
pp.  53  to  86,  a  very  interesting  account  of  Materialism. 

For  the  history,  and  for  a  more  extensive  study  of  Materialism,  few 
■would  fail  to  recommend  one  book,  F.  A.  Lange,  Geschichte  des  Materi- 
alLsmus  und  Kritik  seiner  Bedeutung  in  der  Gegen-svart.  6th  edition  re- 
vised by  H.  Cohen.  1898,  2  vols.  English  translation  by  E.  C.  Thomas. 
London,  1878-1881. 

For  literature  on  the  materialistic  side,  the  student  is  referred  to 
Ludwig  Biichner,  Kraft  und  Stoff.  16th  ed.  Frankfort,  1888.  (English 
translation,  Force  and  Matter,  by  Collingv7ood.  4th  ed.  London,  1884.) 
Also  to  David  Straass,  Der  alte  und  der  neue  Glaube.  Tiibingen,  1872  ff. 
(English  translation  by  M.  Blind.    London,  1873.) 

A  shorter  account  of  the  history  of  Modern  Materialism  Ls  to  be  found 
in  Weber,  History  of  Philosophy,  Section  60  ;  also  Section  69.  The 
student  should  read  both  these  sections. 

The  chief  materialists  of  modern  philosophy  are  Hobbes  and  Gassendi, 
in  the  seventeenth  century ;  Diderot,  La  Mettrie,  Ilolbach,  and  Cabanis, 
in  the  eighteenth  century,  in  France ;  and  Feuerbach,  Wagner,  Vogt, 
Moleschott,  Biichner,  and  Czolbe,  in  the  nineteenth  century,  in  Germany. 
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either  in  the  history  of  civilization  or  in  the  develop- 
ment of  each  man's  intelligence,  we  shall  of  course  come 
to  a  stage  where  such  an  abstract  problem  as  that  of  on- 
tology has  not  as  yet  made  its  first  appearance.  Yet,  in 
spite  of  this  fact,  we  should  find  even  in  these  stages 
of  thought  a  fairly  clear,  though  crude,  picture  of  things 
in  general ;  and  this  picture  would  include  an  unconscious 
answer  to  the  ontological  problem.  But  the  ontological 
problem,  as  such,  was  not  born  till  some  genius  struck 
upon  a  new  way  of  conceiving  things,  and  brought  to 
man's  mind  a  brand-new  question,  "Of  what  stuff  is 
everything  made  ?  "  This  seems  a  very  simple  question 
indeed;  but  its  newness  once  upon  a  time  made  the  man 
that  asked  it  one  of  the  world's  greatest  geniuses.  Who 
was  this  genius?  The  history  of  philosophy  ascribes  the 
question  to  an  ancient  philosopher  of  Ionian  Greece,  one 
Thales,  who  lived  about  600  B.C.  But,  like  the  rest  of 
us  mortals,  Thales  lived  in  his  own  time,  was  a  man  of 
his  time,  owed  most  of  what  he  knew  and  thought  to  his 
day  and  generation  and  to  his  surroundings.  Both  the 
question  and  its  first  answers  belonged  to  their  day,  even 
though  they  were  in  advance  of  their  day,  as  does  every 
stroke  of  genius ;  and  their  da}^,  like  every  other  day,  was 
the  child,  and  the  natural  child,  of  the  days  that  went 
before  it. 

Now  the  earliest  ontological  theories  are  materialistic ;  Materialism 
and  we  may  conclude  that  materialism  is  naturally  the  ^!  ^  primi- 

•'  .  ,        .     f,        tive  theory. 

first  answer  of  man  to  the  ontological  problem,  and  this  for 
one  special  reason,  because  the  primitive  way  of  looking  at 
things  is  an  incipient  materialism.  Such,  in  fact,  we  find 
it;  and  this  not  only  in  the  mind  of  early  civilization,  but 
also  in  the  untrained  intellect  of  our  own  day.  Indeed, 
we  may  say  that  almost  all  men  of  to-day  are  vaguely 
materialists  to  begin  with,  and  get  beyond  materialism 
only  as  they  are  brought  into  contact  with  the  ontological 
problem  through  a  study  of  the  thought  of  the  world's 
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pliilosophic  leailers.  Nevertlieless,  as  Paulsen  says,  and 
as  we  shall  see  later,  this  view  of  the  world  can  be  shown 
to  be  also  a  vague  dualism. 

The  psychology  of  the  child,  and  in  truth  of  the  adult, 
shows  how  much  easier  it  is  for  us  all  to  attend  to  material 
objects  about  us  than  to  our  own  thoughts.  True  it  is 
that  our  thoughts  are  often  intensely  interesting,  and  the 
boy  absorbed  in  the  story-book  is  rather  an  example  of  the 
power  of  thought  to  draw  our  attention  completely  away 
from  the  material  world  about  us.  But  this  is  not  what 
Ave  mean  by  attending  to  our  thoughts.  The  content  of 
our  thought,  the  mental  image,  the  story,  may  be  intensely 
attractive  even  to  the  very  young  child ;  but  it  is  the  con- 
ten  t,  namely,  the  mental  image  of  material  events  that 
does  the  attracting.  It  is  the  picture,  not  the  thoughts  as 
mental  events,  that  draws  away  the  mind  in  the  fascinat- 
ing stor}-.  Tlius,  after  all,  even  here  the  interest  is  centred 
upon  the  world  of  material  things  just  as  much  as  though 
we  were  looking  at  ourselves  or  others  in  a  mirror.  Not 
the  reflection  as  reflection,  but  the  picture  attracts  us. 
So,  too,  in  the  mental  picture,  the  content,  in  as  far  as  it 
sujiplies  a  reproduction  of  exciting  or  interesting  material 
scenes,  draws  our  attention.  But  what  could  so  remove, 
for  most  of  us,  every  particle  of  interest  from  the  tale 
as  to  require  us  to  turn  ourselves  suddenly  into  intro- 
spective psychologists?  Thoughts  as  thoughts,  thoughts 
or  any  mental  state  aside  from  its  content,  are  never  easily 
apprehended  or  attended  to  by  us.  Thousands  of  things 
attract  our  attention  rather  than  these.  Hence  it  is  that 
man's  attention  for  ages  was  directed  to  the  material 
world  about  him  rather  than  to  the  mental  states  within 
him;  and  hence  it  is  that  the  child,  and  in  fact  almost 
every  one  bat  the  specializing  introspective  psychologist, 
attends  almost  entirely,  if  not  altogether,  to  the  world 
without.  This  is  true  even  in  our  emotions,  for  they  are 
roused  chiefly  by  impressions  from  without  or  by  thoughts 
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whose  content  is  of  the  world  without;  and  in  our  emo- 
tions the  emotion  itself  never  seriously  drafts  our  atten- 
tion to  itself  as  such.  Thus  it  is  that  man  is  naturally 
more  impressed  by  the  material  world.  It  is  to  him  the 
more  real  world.  It  is  the  world  he  pictures  to  himself 
most  readily  and  knows  best.  The  world  of  mind,  as 
something  totally  different  from  the  world  of  matter,  does 
not  interest  him,  attract  his  attention,  or  become  ade- 
quately apperceived. 

However,  this  does  not  mean  that  the  soul  fails  to  be 
noticed  by  the  primitive  mind,  for  at  even  a  low  grade  of 
civilization  theories  of  the  soul  and  its  life  are  quite 
common.  But  these  theories  are  nevertheless  material- 
istic, even  when  a  sharp  distinction  is  made  between  mind 
and  hodj.  To  quote  from  Professor  Paulsen's  Introduc- 
tion, the  case  stands  about  as  follows :  — 

"Common-sense  takes  note  of  the  visible  and  tangible  However, 
objects  around  it,  and  gives  the  following  answer  to  the  tf^/J^^'i' 
question  concerning  the   nature  of  reality  as  such:  The  rather  a 
corporeal  world  is  the  real  world.     This  view  is  not  neces-  ^ya'Jfsin 
sarily  materialistic.     Materialism  is  a  product  of  scien- 
tific  reflection.      In   addition   to   bodies,    common-sense 
recognizes  also  a  different  reality,  the  soul.     There  is 
something  in  living  bodies  which  is  not  body,   at  least 
not  real  body.     No  language  perhaps  exists  that  has  not 
a  word  for  what  we  call  soul,  and  that  does  not  attribute 
reality  and  essentiality  to  this  soul.     The  origin  of  the 
idea  of  a  soul  as  a  separate  existence  is,  perhaps,  to  be 
sought  in  the  following  facts.     An  important  and  strik- 
ing difference  appears  in  bodies,  the  difference  between 
living  and  lifeless  bodies.     The  former  possess  voluntary 
movement,  while  the  latter  have  not  the  power  of  motion ; 
they  require  an  impact  from  without.     The  popular  infer- 
ence is  that  the  ground  for  this  difference  must  lie  in  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  something  in  the  living  body  that 
wills  and  moves,  is  sensible  and  feels ;  that  is,  the  soul. 
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"That  this  soul  is  a  separate,  independent  essence,  and 
not  a  mere  force  or  quality,  is  inferred  from  another  fact 
—  one  that  exerts  a  profound  influence  on  primitive 
thought:  the  phenomenon  of  death.  At  death,  the  liv- 
ing 1m)i1v  loses  tlie  property  whicli  distinguishes  it  from 
lifeless  bodies;  it  becomes  insensible  and  motionless. 
How  does  this  Iiappen?  What  takes  place  in  death? 
The  body  remains  what  it  was  a  moment  ago;  externally 
it  is  undiminished  and  unchanged,  only  it  has  lost  its 
power  of  motion.  The  obvious  conclusion,  therefore,  is 
tliat  tluit  which  moves  it,  the  soul,  must  have  left  it. 
Hence  the  soul  must  be  incorporeal,  else  we  could  see  it 
depart;  and  it  is  an  independent  being.  Its  separation 
from  the  flesh  and  its  continued  existence  prove  this. 
For  the  experience  of  all  peoples  agrees  in  the  belief  that 
the  soul  does  not  perish  at  death;  it  can  again  appear  and 
act.  Everywhere  anthropology  discovers  ancestor-wor- 
ship, a  sure  sign  of  the  belief  in  the  existence  and  per- 
petuity of  the  departed  soul.  No  one  troubles  himself 
about  what  does  not  exist.  Moreover,  the  notion  is  also 
common  to  primitive  stages  of  civilization  that  the  soul 
contemporarily  separates  itself  from  the  body  even  during 
life.  The  body  lies  motionless  in  sleep,  but  the  soul  is 
not  inactive;  it  sees,  hears,  feels,  and  at  times  experi- 
ences wonderful  things.  It  dreams,  we  say.  Primitive 
thought,  however,  interprets  the  fact  differently:  the 
soul  leaves  the  body  in  sleep  and  sets  out  on  a  journey 
of  its  own,  hence  it  experiences  those  very  things  which 
we  call  dreams. 

"  The  primitive  conception  of  the  nature  of  the  soul  is 
about  as  follows:  It  is  like  the  breath;  it  is  visible,  but 
not  tangil)le,  having  the  form  of  the  body,  like  the  real 
substantial  shadow  of  the  body.  The  connection  between 
life  and  breath  is  evidently  the  reason  why  so  many  lan- 
guages designate  the  soul  as  a  breath  (^jrvxv,  animus).  It 
might  be  defined  as  a  substantial  image,  or  the  existent 


MATERIALISM  189 

vision  of  the  body  without  corporeality,  impenetrability, 
and  weight.  Thus  Homer  describes  the  departed  souls  or 
spirits;  so  the  mediioval  painter  portrays  them;  and  the  su- 
perstitious believer  in  ghosts  imagines  them  in  the  same 
way.  At  the  same  time  these  spirits  have  power  to  haunt 
as  well  as  recollection  and  feeling,  though  in  a  changed 
and  weakened  form. 

"If  we  wish  to  refer  the  ontological  view  of  popular 
thought  to  a  class,  we  shall  have  to  call  it  Vayue  Dualism. 
Bodies  constitute  the  real  reality,  but  alongside  of  them 
there  exists  a  reality  of  the  second  order,  bodily  beings 
without  real  corporeality,  that  are  both  active  in  the  bodies 
as  efficient  forces,  and  also  exist  for  themselves  as  departed 
spirits."  1 

We  have  here  indeed  the  beginnings  of  a  dualism,  but 
none  the  less  the  conception  of  the  soul  is  clearly  material- 
istic. The  soul  is  something  that  can  be  seen,  even  though 
of  a  breath-like  or  mist-like  character. 

From  all  this  mental  proneness  to  be  absorbed  in  the 
material  world  to  the  exclusion  of  the  mental  world,  or 
proneness  to  materialize  the  soul  in  some  form,  we  can 
readily  understand  that  when  science  became  far  enough 
advanced  to  raise  the  ontological  problem,  the  answer  to 
that  problem  should  have  been  materialistic  ;  we  can  under- 
stand why  the  ontological  theory  should  have  remained 
materialistic  until  there  arose  philosophers  that  called 
attention  to  the  totally  distinct  character  of  mental  states ; 
and  also  why  men  of  scientific  note,  long  after  the  distinc- 
tion has  been  made,  still  tend  to  fall  back  into  a  material- 
istic view  of  the  world.  In  a  previous  chapter  we  have 
already  sharply  distinguished  our  mental  states  from  mate- 
rial or  spatial  events ;  and  this  distinction  disproves 
materialism.  Were  it  not  then  for  the  great  part  that  ma- 
terialistic ontology  has  played  in  the  history  of  science  and 
for  the  great  contributions  materialistic  philosophers  have 
1  Paulsen,  Introduction,  pp.  53,  54. 
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made  to  human  thought,  Ave  might  pass  on  to  other  the- 
ories, neglecting  materialism  altogether.  But  on  account 
of  these  considerations  the  theory  deserves  to  be  expounded. 

The  primitive  attempt  to  explain  nature  sought  to 
account  for  tlie  changes  and  events  taking  place  about  us 
in  the  same  way  as  that  in  which  it  accounted  for  the  activi- 
ties of  the  human  body.  Everything  in  nature  is  alive,  is 
inhabited  by  a  soul,  just  as  is  the  human  body.  ?^Iodern 
materialism,  on  the  other  hand,  rejects  an  animistic  inter- 
pretation and  reduces  life  to  a  purely  mechanical  process. 
The  older  form  of  materialism  is  called  Hylozoism.  Thus  to 
the  hylozoist  the  world  is  entirely  material,  but  material  in 
a  cruder  sense  than  that  of  the  modern  materialist ;  for  to 
the  former  matter  as  such  is  endowed  with  life.  Hylozo- 
ism is,  in  short,  the  carrjdng  over  in  thought  to  the  whole 
of  nature  of  what  man  finds  going  on  in  his  own  body. 
Nature  is  one  great  living  material  world.  All  things  are 
alive.  The  processes  of  nature  are  the  movements  of  a 
living  mass.  It  was  not  till  the  days  of  Galileo  that  a 
strictly  mechanical  explanation  of  nature  came  to  be  formu- 
lated, and  not  till  then  did  materialism  quite  shake  off  its 
hylozoistic  character. 

Physical  science  at  that  time  began  to  bring  into  being 
modern  mechanics,  and  soon  an  almost  new  science,  physi- 
ology, sought  to  explain  the  activities  of  the  living  body 
mechanically.  In  the  eighteenth  century  modern  chemis- 
try was  to  have  its  birth;  and  from  it  the  old  hylozoistic 
interpretations  were  to  receive  a  final  blow.  The  tendency 
of  the  natural  scientists  of  the  seventeenth,  the  eighteenth, 
and  the  nineteenth  centuries  was  in  the  main  materialistic ; 
and  these  centuries  have  transformed  our  picture  of  nature 
into  that  of  the  vast  mechanical  processes  which  we  have 
already  considered. 

As  far  as  scientific  tendencies  expressed  themselves  in 
an  open  assertion  of  a  materialistic  ontology,  they  had  to 
show   that   the  mechanical-materialistic  explanation  they 
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crave  to  nature  could  likewise  be  jjiven  to  the  mind.     The  brain- 
problem  was  this:  Cannot  mental  phenomena  be  explained  ^'^^'^"y' 
as  the  activity  of  the  brain,  or  the  mere  product  of  that 
activity  ?     Is  not  the  brain  the  organ  of  mind  in  the  same 
sense  as  the  stomach  is  an  organ  of  digestion,  or  the  glands 
of  secretion? 

Each  new  discovery  in  human  physiology,  and  above  all 
in  neural  physiology,  seemed  to  be  but  one  more  proof  that 
the  belief  in  the  soul  and  its  non-corporeal  existence  and 
immortality  were  but  superstitions.  Experience  seemed 
to  indicate  more  and  more  that  the  psychical  processes  were 
purely  neural.  The  mind  depends  upon  the  brain  in  every 
way.  Its  sensations  depend  upon  the  stimulus  coming  to 
the  brain  from  the  organs  of  sense.  An  injury  to  these 
organs  means  a  diminution  of  consciousness,  and  a  severe 
injury  to  the  brain  means  a  temporary  extinction  of  all 
consciousness,  while  its  dissolution,  we  have  every  reason 
to  believe,  means  the  permanent  loss  of  consciousness. 

Finally,  the  doctrine  of  evolution  by  natural  selection  and  finally 
seemed  to  add  even  additional  evidence.     We  are  forced  of^evohition 
by  the  spirit  of  natural  science  to  believe,  and  hence  to  brought 

olospr 

search  for  verification  of  our  belief,  that  life  arose  on  our  together 
earth  not  throucrh  the  coming  into  existence  of  elementary  ^^^^  ever 

°  °  ,  .     .  Ill         before  the 

forces  different  from  those  previously  existing  on  the  globe,  world  of 
but  through  the  action  of   those  very  forces  themselves.  J|j^^|tg^and 
The  origin  of  life  seems  to  be  resolved  into  a  pure  problem  the  world 
of  chemistry,  and  that  again  into  one  of  physics.     Like-  ^^^^^  ^° 
wise,  the  origin  of  mind  must  have  been  brought  about  in 
the  same  way.     It  had  as  its  conditions  the  formation  of  a 
more  and  more  complex  nervous  system.     Ample  evidence 
leads  the  scientist   to   declare   that   the   human   nervous 
system  is  but  the  modified  and  enlarged  nervous  system 
of  the  lowest  animal.     The  growth  of  mind  then  has  been 
conditioned  by  the  same  forces  as  that  of  the  body.     The 
history  of  the  two  is  quite  parallel.     "  Reference  is  made 
to  the   facts   of   comparative   anatomy.     They  disclose  a 
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thoroui^lin-oing  parallelism  between  the  development  of 
the  nervdus  system  and  soul-life.  Brain  and  intelligence 
show  a  corresponding  increase  in  their  growth  throughout 
the  advancing  stages  of  animal  life.  Man  heads  the  animal 
kino-doin  in  intelligence  as  well  as  in  the  size  and  internal 
development  of  his  brain,  especially  of  the  cerebrum.  The 
same  parallelism  occurs  in  the  human  race.  The  develop- 
ment of  the  brain  and  the  civilization  of  the  races  run 
parallel."' 

Why  then  ascribe  to  mind  and  body  two  different  es- 
sences? The  mind  is  to  be  treated  and  regarded  as  one 
with  the  physical  world  in  which  it  lives.  Its  origin  and 
its  ultimate  fate  are  locked  together  with  the  origin  and 
fate  of  the  body.     The  two  are  one. 

The  data  from  which  to  criticise  materialism  ^  were  enu- 
merated when  we  differentiated  mental  states  from  physical 
events.  The  sum  total  of  the  evidence  furnished  by  mate- 
rialism amounts  only  to  a  theory  of  the  relation  between 
mind  and  body.  That  an  absolute  uniformity  of  coexist- 
ence obtains  between  the  activities  of  our  brain  and  our 
mental  states,  no  one  will  deny.  But  a  relation  of  unifor- 
mity is  not  one  of  identity.  Here  lies  the  whole  battle. 
Are  thoughts  brain  actions  ?  Are  thoughts  moving  mole- 
cules ?  If  any  man  persists  in  maintaining  that  they  are, 
we  can  ask  him.  Where  are  the  facts?  Did  he  ever  see 
brain  molecules  move?     "No."     Did  he  ever  observe  his 

1  It  has  been  thought  by  many  that  epistemology  gives  the  true  answer 
to  materialism.  To  the  present  writer  nothing  seems  more  absurd.  Even 
did  we  accept  the  Berkeleyan  "Immaterialism,"  materialism  need  not 
feel  contradicted.  The  problem  of  ontology  is  the  question  whether  all 
existence  as  revealed  to  our  minds  is  spatial,  has  extension.  Berkeley, 
or  any  one  else,  has  to  admit  that  part  of  the  world  as  revealed  to  us  is 
extended.  Now  the  question  arises,  Is  all  of  it  extended  ?  If  so,  then  no 
matter  what  your  epistemology,  you  are  a  materialist.  No  doubt  most 
materialists  have  a  very  crude  and  anachronous  epistemology,  but  an  an- 
swer to  their  epistemology  is  not  the  destruction  of  their  materialism. 
But  compare  the  following  chapter  on  Spiritualism,  and  also  that  on  the 
Determination  of  the  Given. 
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own  thoughts  ?  "  Yes."  If  the  two  are  identical,  then  he 
must  have  seen  both.  He  contradicts  himself.  If  he  per- 
sists, "  Still  they  are  identical ; "  then  there  is  but  one 
answer  we  can  give  him,  "  Either  you  or  we  are  talk- 
ing nonsense,  therefore  you  and  we  had  better  stop 
arffuiu"^."  ^ 

We  find  here  an  ultimate  truth  about  our  knowl- 
edge that  leads  us  into  problems  to  be  considered  later. 
In  our  judgments  we  are  forced  back  finally  to  the  facts 
on  which  our  arguments  are  based,  and  that  is  as  far 
as  we  ever  can  get.  If  men  differ  about  facts,  their  argu- 
ments are  hopeless.  The  most  we  can  do  is  to  point 
directly  to  the  facts  involved,  and  ask  our  opponent 
whether  he  sees  them.  If  he  does  not,  it  is  time  to  stop 
talking  and  seek  more  profitable  employment.  Of  course 
much  tact  and  pedagogical  skill  are  required  in  pointing 
out  facts  ;  for,  as  our  psychology  teaches  us,  seeking  a  fact 
requires  discrimination,  and  discrimination  requires  two 
things,  proper  mental  preconceptions,  and  the  proper  stim- 
ulus from  the  object  we  are  obsei-ving.  But  when  we 
have  done  our  utmost  pedagogically,  the  rest  must  depend 
upon  our  opponent  himself.  If  he  cannot  follow,  all  we 
can  say  is.  One  of  us  is  right,  one  is  wrong,  and  further 
discussion  is  useless. 

Such  is  finally  the  criticism  of  materialism.    It  is  a  ques-  Mental 
tion  of   observinor   facts.     Are    mental   states   and   brain  ^tatesas 

»  directly 

motions  identical?    Look  and  see.    Direct  observation,  not  observedare 

argument   alone,  can  tell.     Surely  for  most  of   us,  there   t^ctfrom' 

will  be  no  trouble  to  determine  whether  they  are  identical  brain-activ- 

or  not.     The  two  seem  worlds  apart.     By  my  thoughts,  I 

mean  my  thoughts,  and  not  gyrations  of  molecules.      By 

anger,  I  do  not  mean  the  flush,  the  contracted  brows,  the 

clenched  fist,  the  altered  breathing.     I  mean  what  I  feel. 

These  are  felt,  it  is  true ;  but  they  are  not  the  anger.      I 

^  Cf.  quotation  from  Charles  Mercier,  "The  Nervous  System  and  the 
Mind,"  in  Aikins's  Principles  of  Logic,  p.  208. 
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see  this  paper  as  I  write  on  it,  l)nt  the  mental  state  called 
my  perception  of  the  paper  is  not  the  paper,  nor  is  the 
paper  it.  If  I  close  my  eyes,  the  paper  is  there.  I  can  feel 
it  by  touch,  or  somebody  else  can  perceive  it ;  but  the 
vision  has  gone.  My  thought  is  no  more  a  brain  activity 
than  it  is  the  paper. 

Before  closing  our  discussion  of  materialism,  one  topic 
more  deserves  passing  mention,  that  is,  the  moral  and 
religious  tendency  of  materialism.  Materialism  actually 
tends  to  undermine  our  belief  in  God  and  in  the  universal 
validity  of  our  moral  judgments.  We  tend  to  think  that 
in  a  world  of  atoms  governed  wholly  by  purely  mechanical 
laws,  there  is  no  room  and  no  rational  need  for  God,  nor 
any  basis  for  morality  other  than  the  chance  working  of 
physical  forces  that  have  given  rise  to  certain  moral 
instincts  and  sentiments  in  our  brains.  However,  the 
problems  here  involved  are  so  very  different  from  those 
of  ontology  that  we  should  postpone  their  consideration. 
None  the  less,  two  truths  deserve  mention.  First,  mate- 
rialism does,  no  doubt,  require  a  revision  of  many  old-time 
views  about  both  God  and  morality.  Secondly,  materialism 
as  such  does  not  contradict  theism  or  morality.  If  the 
world  be  material,  wh}"-  should  God  exist  any  the  less? 
Why  may  not  God  be  material  ?  The  existence  of  God 
and  duty  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  materiality  of  the 
world  on  the  other,  are  very  different  questions ;  and  if 
they  are  held  distinct  the  materialist  need  not  be  forced 
to  take  issue  against  either  morality  or  religion.  On  the 
other  hand,  some  spiritualistic  ontologies  in  no  way  con- 
tradict atheism.!  In  short,  the  problem  of  theism  is  dis- 
tinct from  the  ontological  problem.  In  some  of  its  historic 
forms  it  has  been  a  cosmological  problem ;  and  in  its 
strictly  religious  form  it  is  even  distinct  from  both  ontol- 
ogy and  cosmology. 

1  E.g.  Schopenhauer's. 


CHAPTER   XXIII 

SPIRITUALISM  1 

There  are  two  ways  in  which  philosophers  have  come  There  are 
to  regard  the  essence  of  the  world  as  spiritual,  and  hence'  gTritual-  °' 
to  reject  the  doctrine  of  materialism  and  substitute  for  it  ism. 
its   direct  opposite,  Spiritualism.     The  first  way  is  very 
radical.     It  is  to  find  that  the  facts  or  events  which  make 
up  the  course  of  nature  as  well  as  of  our  mental  life,  are 
spiritual.     This  means  that  any  fact  which  we  can  produce 
or  to  which  we  can  refer,  is  nothing  but  a  mental  state  in 
some  mind.     There  is  no  existence  that   is   not  mental. 
The  other  method  proceeds  quite  differently.     It  argues 
by  analogy,  as  follows :  A  mechanical  explanation  of  the 

1  Jlistorical  Note.  The  theory  that  the  world  is  in  part  or  wholly 
spiritual  first  arose  when  modern  philosophy  had  made  a  sharp  distinc- 
tion between  "thought"  and  matter,  or  extension.  Before  that  time  the 
substance  forming  the  world's  foundation  was  conceived  of  as  material. 

It  was  Descartes  that  first  made  this  clear  separation  of  the  two 
substances.  As  he  had  called  the  other  the  res  extensa,  or  matter,  he 
calls  the  latter  the  res  cogitans,  or  spirit.  These  two  are  distinct  in 
nature,  have  nothing  in  common,  and  finally  are  mutually  independent, 
the  one  not  being  produced  by  the  other. 

Though  this  distinction  is  first  clearly  and  definitely  brought  out  by 
Descartes,  he  none  the  less  was  not  a  spiritualist,  but  a  dualist,  and 
sometimes  seems  almost  to  verge  on  materialism  pure  and  simple.  The 
distinction  was  also  made  by  Locke,  but  Locke  sees  no  difficulty  in 
regarding  spirit  as  a  form  of  matter.  The  first  two  great  spiritualists  are 
Berkeley  and  probably  Leibniz. 

As  the  simplest  and  most  common  type  of  spiritualism  we  may  take 
that  of  Berkeley.  For  Berkeley  the  student  is  referred  to  Selections  from 
Berkeley,  by  A.  C.  Fraser,  Oxford,  Clarendon  Press ;  the  editor's  Histori- 
cal Introduction  and  Part  I.,  Metaphysical  Immaterialism. 

For  the  History  cf.  Fraser's  Historical  Note  just  referred  to. 
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I.  The 

Berkeleyan 

SpiritiKil- 

ism. 


(a)  If  the 
secondary 
qualities 
exist  only  in 
perception 
or  in  our 
mind,  the 
same  truth 
must  hold 
also  of  the 
primary 
qualities. 


chaiijjL's  or  ucliviiiivs  taking  place  tliroughout  the  whole 
reahn  of  nature  is  quite  impossible.  Such  an  explanation  is 
ultimately  seU'-contradietory.  Whereas,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  we  go  directly  to  the  facts  or  the  changes  themselves, 
and  study  them  as  they  actually  take  place,  we  shall  see 
that  their  way  of  coming  into  being  is  quite  like  the  way 
in  which  our  mental  states  come  into  being.  In  short,  the 
course  of  nature  with  its  countless  changes  is  entirely 
analogous  to  the  stream  of  consciousness  in  our  own 
mentiil  life.  Being  entirely  analogous,  we  must  suppose 
the  two  identical  in  essence,  and  that  means  spiritual. 
Nature  as  well  as  mind  is  spiritual. 

Let  us  consider  the  former  type  of  spiritualism  first.  Its 
father  and  chief  representative  was  the  great  Irish  philoso- 
pher, Bishop  George  Berkeley,  who  lived  from  1685  to 
1753.  Spiritualistic  arguments  of  the  Berkeleyan  type  are 
threefold. 

The  first  argument  for  spiritualism  in  opposition  to 
materialism  is  based  upon  a  criticism  of  that  doctrine.  It 
tries  to  show  that  materialism  itself  in  its  usual  form  has 
already  done  part  of  this  work  of  criticism,  which  when 
completely  done,  means  the  rejection  of  materialism  itself. 
As  far  back  even  as  Democritus  we  find  that  certain 
qualities  of  things,  the  secondary  qualities,  are  believed  to 
have  no  existence  except  in  the  mind  of  the  individual 
perceiving  them.  In  the  same  way  when  we  come  to  the 
Cartesian  philosophy,  we  find  the  doctrine  that  matter  has 
as  its  only  true  characteristics,  extension  and  movabilitj'', 
and  that  the  qualities  that  give  richness  to  the  manifesta- 
tions of  the  material  world,  —  color,  sound,  heat  and  cold, 
softness,  hardness,  and  so  on,  — are  but  mental  states,  and  are 
not  true  qualities  of  matter  at  all.  Now  Berkeley  saw  that  the 
argument  against  the  objective  existence  of  the  secondary 
qualities  was  really  based  on  no  ultimate  or  fundamental 
difference  between  the  two  classes  of  qualities,  and  that 
therefore  materialism  would  fare  ill,  if  we  commenced  to 
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question  the  objectivity  of  the  primary  qualities  also ;  for 
of  course  it  presupposes  their  reality.  The  most  that  can 
be  said  in  favor  of  the  primary  qualities  is  that  they  are 
always  present;  whereas  the  secondary  qualities  undergo 
changes,  that  is,  come  into  existence  and  go  out  of  existence. 
But  the  truth  that  these  primary  qualities  are  persistent, 
does  not  warrant  us  in  drawing  the  conclusion  that  they 
exist  apart  from  our  perceptions.  In  this  respect  they  are 
no  different  from  the  secondary  qualities.  If  the  secondary 
qualities  exist  only  in  perception,  there  is  nothing  to 
warrant  our  drawing  a  different  conclusion  concerning 
primary  qualities. 

But  more  than  this,  and  here  is  the  second  argument  for  (6)  The 
spiritualism :   What  sort  of  a  world  is  it  that  the  material-  ^j^terSS^ 
ist  describes  as  his  objective  world?     Can  we  picture  any  and  their  so- 
such  world  containing  nothing  but  primary  qualities  ?     No.  ^a«er  are 
Such  a  world,  as  we  have  seen,  is  a  mere  abstraction,  and  ™ere 
therefore  cannot  be  imagined.     To  imagine  an  abstraction  tions,  not 
we  should  be  obliged   absolutely   to    ignore   every   other  concrete 
quality  than  that  connoted  by  the  abstract  term.     But  such 
an  empty  picture  is  impossible.     A  bare  extension  without 
color  cannot  be  pictured  by  the  mind  any  more  than  a  line 
without   breadth    or    thickness.     But    if    these    abstract 
ideas  represent  reality,  then  reality  is  something  that  our 
minds  are  utterly  unable  to  picture  or  imagine,  and  we  are 
led  into  the  absurdity  that  we  know  a  world  that  can  in  no 
way  be  imagined.     Therefore,  the  argument  contends,  the 
whole  structure  of  materialism  consists  of  nothing  but  the 
vague  abstractions  of  scientific    definition,  and    does   not 
represent  anything  that  can  be  pictured   in    thought  or 
justified  by  reason.     Though  materialists  are  ready  enough 
to  look  upon  our  spiritualistic  theory  as  a  contradiction  of 
common  sense,  they  contradict  it  themselves.     In  our  daily 
life  we  mean  by  the  world  just  what  is  revealed  to  us  in  con- 
sciousness, not  some  vain  abstractions  that  do  not  admit 
of  a  conceivable  intuition.     The  chasm  that  the  material- 
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ist  is  tryini?  to  make  between  the  i)riinaiy  and  secondaiy 

qnalitii's    is    never   seriously   made  in  daily  life.     For  in 

daily  life  the  heat  and  cold,  the   sound   and    the  colors, 

belong  to  the  object  as  truly  as  their  length,  breadth,  and 

thickness,  their  parts  and  their  motions. 

(^)  All  Vet  after  all,  it  is  Berkeley's  third  argument  that  repre- 

kniwu^ke     '^•^"ts  1^^**  position  and  the  position  of  this  type  of  spiritual- 

un>  objects     ist   most  truly.     It  maintains    that   the    Avorld   as  really 

Uon!aiur       revealed  to  us,  as  apprehended  by  us,  is  made  up  of  per- 

uitiniHteiy      oeptions  or  mental   states.     This    argument   is   stated  so 

dist?nsui'sii     clearly  by  Berkeley   that  we   shall   give   it   in   his   own 

between  tl.e     ^vords. 

percept  and  ,      .  .  ,  i        i    i  j?     - 1 

its  content.  "It  IS  evident  to  any  one  who  takes  a  survey  oi  the 
^ITT'^'^'*  objects  of  human  knowledge,  that  they  are  either  ideas 
ceived  actually   imprinted   on   the   senses ;  or   else  such  as   are 

laJets  '^*  perceived  by  attending  to  the  passions  and  operations  of 
percipi.  the  mind ;  or  lastly,  ideas  formed  by  help  of  memory  and 
imagination — either  compounding,  dividing,  or  barel}^ 
representing  those  originally  perceived  in  the  aforesaid 
ways.  By  sight  I  have  the  ideas  of  light  and  colours,  with 
their  several  degrees  and  variations.  By  touch  I  perceive 
bard  and  soft,  heat  and  cold,  motion  and  resistance,  and 
of  all  these  more  and  less  either  as  to  quantity  or  degree. 
Smelling  furnishes  me  with  odours ;  the  palate  with 
tastes  ;  and  hearing  conveys  sounds  to  the  mind  in  all 
their  variety  of  tone  and  composition.  And  as  several  of 
these  are  observed  to  accompany  each  other,  they  come 
to  be  marked  by  one  name,  and  so  to  be  reputed  as  one 
THING.  Thus,  for  example,  a  certain  colour,  taste,  smell, 
figure,  and  consistence  having  been  observed  to  go  together, 
are  accounted  one  distinct  thing,  signified  by  the  name 
apple  ;  other  collections  of  ideas  constitute  a  stone,  a  tree, 
a  book,  and  the  like  sensible  things  —  which  as  they  are 
pleasing  or  disagreeable  excite  the  passions  of  love,  hatred, 
joy,  grief,  and  so  forth. 

"  But,  besides  all  that  endless  variet}'^  of  ideas  or  objects 
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of  knowledge,  there  is  likewise  something  which  knows  or 
perceives  them  ;  and  exercises  divers  operations,  as  will- 
ing, imagining,  remembering,  about  them.  This  perceiv- 
ing, active  being  is  what  I  call  mind,  spirit,  soul,  or 
MYSELF.  By  which  words  I  do  not  denote  any  one  of  my 
ideas,  but  a  thing  entirely  distinct  from  them,  wherein  they 
exist,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  whereby  they  are  perceived 
—  for  the  existence  of  an  idea  consists  in  being  perceived. 

"  That  neither  our  thoughts,  nor  passions,  nor  ideas 
formed  by  the  imagination,  exist  without  the  mind,  is 
what  everybody  will  allow.  And  to  me  it  is  no  less  evident 
that  the  various  sensations,  or  ideas  imprinted  on  the 
sense,  however  blended  or  combined  together  (that  is, 
whatever  objects  they  compose),  cannot  exist  otherwise 
than  in  a  mind  perceiving  them  —  I  think  an  intuitive 
knowledge  may  be  obtained  of  this  by  any  one  that  shall 
attend  to  what  is  meant  hy  the  term  exist  when  applied  to 
sensible  thin<js.  The  table  I  write  on  I  say  exists,  that  is, 
I  see  and  feel  it ;  and  if  I  were  out  of  my  study  I  should 
say  it  existed  —  meaning  thereby  that  if  I  was  in  my  study 
I  might  perceive  it,  or  that  some  other  spirit  actually  does 
perceive  it.  There  was  an  odour,  that  is,  it  was  smelt; 
there  was  a  sound,  that  is,  it  was  heard ;  a  colour  or  figure, 
and  it  was  perceived  by  sight  or  touch.  This  is  all  that  I 
can  understand  by  these  and  the  like  expressions.  For  as 
to  what  is  said  of  the  absolute  existence  of  unthinking 
things  without  any  relation  to  their  being  perceived,  that 
is  to  me  perfectly  unintelligible.  Their  esse  is  percipi,  nor 
is  it  possible  they  should  have  any  existence  out  of  the 
minds  or  thinking  things  which  perceive' them. 

"  It  is  indeed  an  opinion  strangely  prevailing  amongst 
men,  that  houses,  mountains,  rivers,  and  in  a  word  all 
sensible  objects,  have  an  existence,  natural  or  real,  distinct 
from  their  being  perceived  by  the  understanding.  But, 
with  how  great  an  assurance  and  acquiescence  soever  this 
principle    may  be  entertained  in  the  world,  yet  whoever 
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shall  tind  in  his  heart  to  call  it  in  question  may,  if  I  mis- 
take ni>t,  poiceive  it  to  involve  a  manifest  contradiction. 
For,  what  are  the  fore-mentioned  objects  but  the  things 
we  perceive  by  sense?  and  what  do  we  perceive  besides 
our  own  ideas  or  sensations  ?  and  is  it  not  plainly  repug- 
nant that  any  one  of  these^  or  any  combination  of  them, 
should  exist  unperceived? 

'"■  From  what  has  been  said  it  is  evident  there  is  not  any 
other  Substance  than  spirit,  or  that  wJdch  perceives.  But, 
for  the  fuller  demonstration  of  this  point,  let  it  be  con- 
sidered the  sensible  qualities  are  colour,  figure,  motion, 
smell,  taste,  etc.,  i.e.  the  ideas  perceived  by  sense.  Now, 
for  an  idea  to  exist  in  an  unperceiving  thing  is  a  manifest 
contradiction ;  for  to  have  an  idea  is  all  one  as  to  perceive ; 
that  therefore  wherein  colour,  figure,  etc.,  exist  must  per- 
ceive them ;  hence  it  is  clear  there  can  be  no  unthinking 
substance  or  substratum  of  those  ideas. 

"  But,  say  j-ou,  though  the  ideas  themselves  do  not  exist 
without  the  mind,  yet  there  may  be  things  like  them, 
whereof  they  are  copies  or  resemblances,  which  things 
exist  without  the  mind  in  an  unthinking  substance.  I  an- 
swer, an  idea  can  be  like  nothing  but  an  idea ;  a  colour  or 
figure  can  be  like  nothing  but  another  colour  or  figure.  If 
we  look  but  never  so  little  into  our  own  thoughts,  we  shall 
find  it  impossible  for  us  to  conceive  a  likeness  except  only 
between  our  ideas.  Again,  I  ask  whether  those  supposed 
originals  or  external  things,  of  which  our  ideas  are  the  pic- 
tures or  representations,  be  themselves  perceivable  or  no  ? 
If  they  are,  then  they  are  ideas  and  we  have  gained  our 
point;  but  if  you  say  they  are  not,  I  appeal  to  any  one 
whether  it  be  sense  to  assert  a  colour  is  like  something 
which  is  invisible ;  hard  or  soft,  like  something  which  is 
intangible ;  and  so  of  the  rest."  ^ 

Berkeley's  argument  then  is  the  following :  If  we  know 
the  world  we  know  it  as  an  object  of  our  perception.  If 
1  Berkeley,  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge  (Fraser).    Sections  1-4,  7-8. 
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it  be  an  object  of  our  perception,  it  is  given  to  our  minds,   Summary  of 

and  so  is  known  by  us,  only  as  the  content  of  our  percep-  areu^^ent^ 

tion,  never  as  something  not  contained  in  our  perception. 

If  we  declare  that  the  objects  which  we  perceive  have  an 

existence  apart  from  our  perception,  what  can  we  mean? 

Do  we  mean  that  objects  exist  that  cannot  be  perceived? 

Are  we  then  to  hold  that  there  are  two  distinct  things, 

our  perceptions  and  these  things  ■without  our  minds?     If 

so,  are  they  alike  or  different?     If  they  are  alike,  we  must 

hold  that  the  objects  about  us  outside  of  our  perception 

have  color  and  sound,  and  heat  and  cold.     But  in  spite  of 

all   this  they  are  not  perceived.     But  what  a  ridiculous 

statement  it  is  that  there  are  colored  objects  that  are  not 

perceived,  or  objects  that  are  not  felt,  that  there  are  noises 

that  are  not  heard.     Therefore,  if  things  and  qualities  in 

this  objective  world  be  like  our  perceptions,  they  must  be 

perceptions,  and  can  exist  nowhere    but   in    some    mind. 

Therefore,  when  we  say  that  the  world  exists,  we  mean 

that  some  mind  is  perceiving. 

According  to  Berkeley's  cosmology,  the  mind  that  always 
does  this  perceiving  is  the  divine  mind.  The  divine  mind 
perceives  the  world  in  its  fulness  and  completeness,  and 
causes  finite  minds,  or  spirits,  also  to  perceive  certain  por- 
tions of  it.  The  law  and  order  of  nature  are  ultimately 
then  the  law  and  order  of  God's  perceptions  and  the  law 
and  order  of  the  perceptions  that  God  causes  to  exist  in 
us.  But  the  material  world  does  not  exist  except  as  the 
content  of  perception.  There  is  then  no  such  thing  as 
matter  apart  from  mind.  There  is  simply  spirit  and  those 
manifestations  of  spirit  which  we  to-day  would  call  states 
of  consciousness. 

But  what   are  we  to  say   to  this   ontological   theory?  Criticism  of 
First  of  all,  that  what  Berkeley  tells  us  is  a  truism,  when  Jeyan^Spfrit- 
he  says  that  you  and  I  get  our  knowledge  of  the  world  uaiism. 
through  our  perceptions.     Of  course,  if  we  did  not  have 
minds,  we  could  not  see  and  hear  and  feel  ;   and  if  we 
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Tliis  part  of 
B«»rkt>lcy's 
doctrine  is  a 
truiam. 


Berkeley 
does  not 
answer  the 
ontol()j;ii'al 
pn)blcm  as 
sooh. 


did  not  see,  hear,  and  feel,  we  could  not  know  anything 
abont  the  world.  We  should  be  like  the  stones  in  the 
street.  We  grant  this.  Who  could  be  so  insane  as  not 
to  grant  it? 

lUit,  and  here  comes  the  rub,  have  Berkeley  and  the 
Borkeleyans  really  answered  our  question?  The  onto- 
logical  problem  was  this :  What  are  the  ultimate  char- 
acteristics of  the  world ;  what  is  its  essence  ?  We  did 
not  ask,  How  is  the  world  known  ?  We  asked,  What  is 
the  world  as  known  to  us  ?  Surely  the  world  as  known 
to  us  is  in  part  at  least  a  material  world.  Let  us  grant, 
for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  world  exists  only  as 
perceptions  in  the  mind  of  each  of  us.  Then  our  question 
would  run,  What  is  it  that  you  Berkeleyans  perceive  ? 
You  reply.  We  perceive  our  perceptions.  But  what  an 
absurd  answer.  If  we  ask  a  man  what  he  sees  yonder  in 
the  street,  and  he  replies,  "  I  see  what  I  see,"  how  are  we 
any  the  better  off  because  of  his  most  truthful  informa- 
tion ?  The  materialist  may  then  continue  to  maintain, 
the  world  you  perceive  is  in  truth  the  world  you  perceive ; 
but  when  you  commence  to  describe  it  any  farther,  you 
will  find  it  a  material  world;  and  that  is  all  I  mean. 

Hence  we  may  conclude  that  when  Berkeley's  doctrine 
is  appealed  to,  in  order  to  settle  the  question  of  whether 
our  minds  are  material  or  not,  his  doctrine  is  wholly  irrele- 
vant and  misleading.!  The  ontological  problem,  in  short, 
falls  without,  a  long  way  without,  the  limits  of  Berkeley's 
doctrine.  It  asks.  What  is  the  world  that  you  and  I  know 
and  perceive?     Surely  when  we  describe  this  world  we 

1  This  argument  is  purposely  confined  to  one  question,  that  is,  Whether 
or  not  the  empirical  world  is  material  or  spiritual  or  both.  It  is  intended 
in  no  way  to  be  a  criticism  of  Berkeley's  doctrine  either  in  its  epistemo- 
logical  contributions  or  in  its  assertion  of  a  transcendent  world  made  up 
of  God  and  the  finite  spirits.  These  two  sides  of  his  teaching  will  be  con- 
sidered in  later  chapters,  that  is,  at  least  in  their  main  outline,  and  will 
there  be  rejected.  To  me  his  great  contribution  was  his  doctrine  of 
abstract  ideas  and  of  substance. 
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find  it  made  up  of  stars  and  planets,  sky  and  clouds,  trees 
and  rocks,  plants  and  animals,  oceans  and  continents. 
Now,  ontology  asks.  What  are  tlie  ultimate  attributes  of 
these  things  ?  Are  they  all  material  or  spatial  ?  Have 
they  all  extension  or  bulk?  Are  all  their  activities  forms 
of  motion  ?  And  those  things  called  minds  are  they  mate- 
rial ?  Have  they  breadth  and  thickness?  Or  are  they 
quite  distinct  from  material  things  ?  Can  we,  in  short, 
break  down  the  distinction  between  the  mental  and  the 
physical,  and  identify  the  two  ?  Our  earlier  discussion 
showed  that  we  cannot.  Then  monism  has  not  been 
proved. 

But  before  attempting  to  establish  dualism,  we  must  ii.  The 
consider  the  remaining  form  of  spiritualism,  the  second  ™*'''°"'^, 

.        .  Type  of 

one  we  mentioned  at  the  beginning  of  our  chapter.  Spiritual- 
Nature    from   end   to  end   is  a  scene  of  spontaneous  The  world 
change.     Turn  wherever  we  will,    we   find   everywhere  is  ever  the 
that  the  new  is  coming  into  existence  and  the  old  is  pass-  conttnuous 
ing  away.     Here  I  hold  in  my  hand  a  match,     I  rub  it  ^"^ 

,  «  11,  1     c  spontaneous 

against  some  rough  surface,  and  what  was  before  a  mere  change,  or 
little  stick  with  a  brown  bulging  end  is  now  a  bright  activity, 
flame  rapidly  devouring  the  wood.  What  a  transforma- 
tion !  Something  that  once  was  has  gone  forever  out  of 
existence.  Something  quite  different  has  taken  its  place. 
Where  did  the  old  go?  Whence  came  the  new?  The 
chemist  and  physicist  might  reply:  Nothing  went  out  of 
existence,  nothing  came  into  existence ;  the  chemical 
elements  that  formed  match  and  air  have  simply  com- 
bined in  new  ways  in  the  ashes  and  in  the  gas  escaping 
as  the  match  burned.  They  are  right,  of  course,  in  their 
chemistry ;  but  we  have  long  ago  found  that  the  chemist 
deals  with  certain  abstract  characteristics  in  each  thing, 
and  that  he  neglects  thousands  of  other  characteristics 
which  just  as  truly  enter  into  the  total  existence  of  the 
object.  The  match  was  not  merely  carbon,  sulphur,  and 
other  chemical  elements.     It  was  also  that  which  I  saw 
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ami  iiuulu'il.  liut  uow  what  I  saw  and  touched  is  no 
mow.  Manv  (pialitios  have  gone,  and  others  have  taken 
their  phice. 

Ai^ain,  here  is  an  egg.  We  know  from  the  examina- 
tion of  other  eggs  just  about  what  we  should  find  if  we 
opened  it.  There  would  be  the  3'ellow  yolk  swimming 
in  the  so-called  white  of  the  egg.  Let  us  put  it  back 
into  the  nest,  let  the  heat  of  the  mother's  body  warm  it 
for  a  certain  number  of  days,  and  a  little  chick  pecks  its 
wa}'  out  of  the  shell.  Where  are  the  old  constituents  of 
the  egg  we  first  placed  in  the  nest,  — the  yellow  yolk  and 
the  whitish  semi-fluid  in  which  it  swam?  They  are  gone 
forever.  In  their  place  is  something  of  wonderful  struc- 
ture, of  beautiful  color,  of  most  complex  parts,  to  the 
study  of  whose  anatomy  months  could  well  be  devoted. 
And  this  same  chick,  by  devouring  yellow  bits  of  corn, 
by  breathing  the  air,  by  walking  about,  pecking  away 
and  sleeping  away  the  hours,  becomes  the  full-grown 
fowl.  What  a  wonderful  thing  has  taken  the  place  of 
the  egg  and  of  the  corn  !  But  hold!  says  the  chemist. 
There  is  not  one  atom  in  that  fowl  that  was  not  in  exist- 
ence long  before  the  egg  was  hatched,  long  before  it  was 
laid;  yes,  ages  ago.  True,  Mr.  Chemist;  but  still  there 
is  something  new  about  it  all.  There  may  be  no  new 
chemical  atoms ;  but  we  did  not  put  a  chick  into  the 
nest  when  we  put  back  the  egg.  Our  senses  bear  wit- 
ness to  a  marvellous  substitution  having  taken  place. 
No  sane  man  can  deny  it.  An  egg  is  not  a  chick,  nor 
is  a  grain  of  corn  a  feather.  The  two  are  altogether 
different. 

Whence  the  fire?  whence  the  chick?  Their  chemistry 
is  more  or  less  clear,  and  we  know  what  to  do  next  time 
to  get  others  like  them.  But  still,  whence  this  abso- 
lutely new  feature  of  reality  —  the  chick  ?  Where  is  the 
egg  that  is  no  longer?  We  know  much  about  it,  true  ; 
but  the  one  thing  about  which  we  know  nothing  is  this 
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whence  and  whither.     All  we  can  say  is,    The  old  has 
gone  forever;  the  new  has  taken  its  place. 

At  this  point  the  spiritualist  steps  forward  and  chal-  This 
lenges    the    materialist  to   enter   the  fray.      What   have  spontaneity, 

o  '^  or  per- 

you,  as  a  materialist,  to  say  to  this  wonderful  birth  of  a  petuai 

new  reality?      Your  chemistry  and  your  physics  fail  to  the'^ne^v  ?s 

explain,  fail  to  account  for  it,  fail,   in  fact,  to  say  any-  a"  element 

thing  whatever  about  it.     True,  if  you  ask  us  whether  that  cannot 

we  can  give  any  explanation   either,    we   cannot.     But  ^^ 

-,        I  .  .         .  .        ,         ,  accounted 

still  we  can  do  this,   we  can  maintain  most  justly  that  for  by 
no  materialistic  mechanics  will  ever  explain  it;  and  over  P'^y'^^'^s  o^" 

^  any 

and  above  that  we  can  point  out  to  you  another  world  empirical 
in  which  something  quite  analogous  is  constantly  taking  makeTaii 
place,  —  and  that  world  is  the  mental  life  of  each  one  of  tiie  world 
us.  Thus  we  spiritualists  can  show  you  materialists  that  analogous 
when  we  look  for  an  analogy  by  which  to  describe  reality  ^^  ""'' 

,     ,  ,  ,  .  .  •    1        .  mental 

as  a  whole,  that  analogy  is  given  us  right  in  our  own  stream,   in 
mental  life.     Our  very  stream  of  consciousness   is   iust  l^^^'  ^* 

•'  •■  forces 

such  a  passing  away  of  the  old  and  spontaneous  arising  us  to  call 
of  the  new.  One  thought,  one  feeling,  gives  place  to  gpfrit^al 
another.  The  stream  is  perpetually  changing.  From 
moment  to  moment  it  is  never  the  same.  "  Now  we  are 
seeing,  now  hearing;  now  reasoning,  now  willing;  now 
recollecting,  now  expecting;  now  loving,  now  hating  ; 
and  in  a  hundred  other  way-s  we  know  our  minds  to  be 
alternately  engaged."  We  are  changing,  also,  from 
month  to  month,  from  year  to  year;  our  whole  outlook 
on  life  is  different.  "  What  was  unreal  has  grown  real, 
and  what  was  exciting  is  insipid.  The  friends  we  used 
to  care  the  world  for  are  shrunken  to  shadows  ;  the 
women  once  so  divine,  the  stars,  the  woods,  and  the 
waters,  how  now  so  dull  and  common!  the  young  girls 
that  brought  an  aura  of  infinity,  at  present  hardly  distin- 
guishable existences;  the  pictures  so  empty;  and  as  for 
books,  what  was  there  to  find  so  mysteriously  significant 
in  Goethe,  or  in  John  Mill  so  full  of  weight?     Instead 
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of  all  this,  more  zestful  than  ever  is  the  work,  the  work; 
ami  fuller  and  deeper  the  import  of  common  duties  and  of 
coniinoii  goods."  Such  is  our  mental  life,  and  such,  too, 
is  nature  in  which  we  live.  To-day  star-dust;  to- 
morrow a  solar  system.  To-day  a  glowing  planet  ;  to- 
morrow an  earth,  covered  with  oceans  and  continents, 
mountains  and  valleys,  plains  and  rivers.  To-day  the 
snow  falling,  the  birds  gone,  the  trees  standing  naked; 
to-morrow  the  spring  sunshine,  the  birds  returning  with 
song  and  nesting,  the  trees  and  the  grass  turning  green, 
the  field  and  the  garden  once  more  blossoming  forth. 

Mind  and  nature  are  not  two  worlds,  as  you  material- 
ists rightly  maintain ;  but  you  make  a  mistake  in  taking 
the  cold  abstract  truths  of  physics  as  the  world's  chief 
characteristics.  The  real  world  is  the  world  of  change, 
ever  the  old  giving  place  to  the  new.  It  is  a  world  of 
spontaneity.  It  is  a  world  like  our  minds.  Yes,  we 
must  see  in  them  its  true  analogy.  Like  them,  it  is 
spiritual.  "Matter"  is  but  an  abstraction  exaggerated 
into  a  reality.     The  real  is  the  spiritual. 

But,  reader,  it  is  high  time  for  us  to  let  the  material- 
ist in  his  cold,  matter-of-fact  way,  "first,"  "secondly," 
"thirdly,"  and  so  on,  throw  back  some  defiance  at  our 
spiritualistic  friend. 

First :  materialism  in  no  way  denies  or  says  anytliing 
whatsoever  about  spoyitaneous  change.  Of  course  eggs  de- 
velop into  birds.  What  if  they  do  ?  Are  not  eggs  material^ 
and  are  not  birds  also  material? 

Secondly,  you  may  be  right.  Nature  may  be  quite 
analogous  in  its  perpetual  changes  to  our  mental  life; 
but,  again,  what  has  that  to  do  with  the  question 
whether  all  things  are  material,  have  extension,  or  not? 
That  is  our  question.  Is  mental  life  a  form  of  motion? 
You  say,  "No";  we  say,  "Yes."  Has  nature,  in  all 
its  forms,  length,  breadth,  and  thickness?  We  say, 
"Yes."     Do  you  dare  deny  it  such  attributes? 
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Thirdly,  all  materialism  asserts  is  that  reality  in  all 
its  different  forms  is  spatial;  and  we  mean  by  spatial, 
has  length,  breadth,  and  thickness.  What  infinite  other 
characteristics  it  may  have  is  not  our  concern.  About 
that  materialism  says  neither  yes  nor  no.  Whether  all 
reality  is  spatial  or  not,  is  the  whole  issue.  No  doubt 
what  you  have  said  brings  up  a  very  important  problem, 
but  materialism  as  such  you  have  not  answered. 

Thus  we  may  conclude:  Tliis  type  of  spiritualism  em- 
phasizes a  truth,  namely,  that  nature  is  full  of  spon- 
taneous changes.  Thus  spiritualism  gives  us  a  new 
problem  —  the  problem  of  change,  which  we  must  dis- 
cuss in  a  later  chapter.  But  it  does  not  solve  the  onto- 
logical  problem  as  we  have  limited  that  problem;  it  does 
not  break  down  the  distinction  between  mind  and  matter. 
Hence  spiritualism  fails  to  answer  materialism.  The 
world  is  material,  but  not  all  of  it  is  material.  Some 
of  it  is  spiritual.  And  so  we  must  turn  for  a  true  theory 
to  dualism. 


Neither 
Monistic 
The<iry  is 
right.    The 
distinction 
between 
mind  and 
body  cannot 
be  broken 
down. 

Thus  we  get 
Duulism. 


CHAPTER   XXIV 

DUALISM  ^ 

Such  is  the  conclusion  of  the  battle  between  the  two 
monistic  theories :  much  that  both  have  said  is  true ;  but 
the  materialist  talks  nonsense  when  he  tells  us  that  our 
mental  states  are  forms  of  brain  motion ;  and  much  that 
the  spiritualist  tells  us  is  irrelevant.     There  is  a  funda- 

1  Parallel  Beading. 

Read  section  18  in  Kiilpe's  Introduction  to  Philosophy  (translated  by 
W.  B.  Pillsbury  and  E.  B.  Titchener),  London  and  New  York,  1897.  For 
the  term  Dualism,  cf.  Baldwin's  Dictionary. 

Historical  Note. 

•'  Descartes  is  the  founder  of  modern  dualism  and  the  typical  exponent 
of  dualism  in  modern  philosophy.  He  makes  the  conceptual  distinction 
of  corpus  and  mens  fundamental  for  metaphysics.  The  '  corporeal '  is 
universally  characterized  by  extension,  the  '  mental '  by  thought.  Hence 
there  are  two  substances :  a  res  extensa  and  a  res  cogitans,  which  exist 
independently,  but  stand  in  reciprocal  relation  to  each  other."     (Kiilpe.) 

Other  Dualists  (in  the  time  immediately  following  Descartes)  are  the 
Occasionalists,  who  try  to  reconcile  the  existence  of  the  two  kinds  of 
substance  with  the  interaction  of  mind  and  body.  (Cf.  section  54  in 
"Wyber's  History.)  Among  the  Occasionalists  note  especially  the  names 
Geulincx  and  Malebranche.     In  England,  John  Locke  was  a  dualist. 

On  Descartes,  cf.  Weber's  History,  section  5.3,  and  for  a  much  longer 
account,  Kuno  Fischer's  valuable  volume,  Descartes  und  seine  Schule,  the 
first  volume  of  his  Geschichte  der  neuern  Philosophie,  4th  edition,  1897. 
(English  translation  by  J.  P.  Gordy,  New  York,  1887.) 

Since  the  seventeenth  century  the  tendency  in  philosophy  has  been 
toward  a  monism,  but  more  toward  a  singularism.  "We  believe  that 
dualism  is  consistent  with  the  doctrine  of  one  substance  back  of  both 
mind  and  body.  If  this  be  granted  us,  the  later  tendency  in  philosophy 
toward  a  so-called  monism  (we  should  say  singularism)  need  not  be 
interpreted  as  an  opposition  to  such  dualism  as  this  book  teaches. 
This  later  tendency  is  in  opposition  to  Descartes'  dualism,  with  its  two 
distinct  substances. 
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mental  distinction  between  nature  and  mind;  and  this 
fundamental  distinction  is,  that  the  one  is  revealed  to  us 
as  spatial  and  the  other  is  not.  Our  mental  states  exist 
in  time,  have  duration ;  the  objects  of  nature  all  have 
length,  breadth,  and  thickness,  as  well  as  duration. 

Our  study  of  the  philosophy  of  nature  and  of  the  phi- 
losophy of  mind  should  have  shown  to  us  the  fundamental 
character  of  this  distinction.  In  interpreting  them  we 
cannot  deal  with  one  as  we  deal  with  the  other.  Nature 
we  can  interpret  as  a  process  of  continuous,  unbroken 
chancre.  Chancre  after  change  throuohout  infinite  time 
is  in  accordance  with  strict  mechanical  laws,  and  the 
amount  of  mass  and  motion  is  always  the  same.  Nature, 
because  of  her  spatial  attributes,  offers  an  entirely  differ- 
ent problem  to  science  from  that  of  mind.  There  can  be 
no  such  thing  as  a  psychology  in  the  sense  that  there  is  a 
mechanics.  The  only  way  in  which  mechanics  can  be 
brought  into  relation  with  mind,  is  through  the  uni- 
formity of  coexistence  between  activities  in  the  cortex 
of  our  brain  and  our  mental  states.  This  coordinates 
mental  states  with  mechanical  processes,  but  it  does  not 
discover  in  mental  states  any  mechanical  attributes. 

The  two  are,  then,  fundamentally  distinct.  The  one 
universe  contains  two  types  of  existence,  —  matter  and 
mind.  It  is  twofold  in  its  essence;  and  the  two  at- 
tributes, extension  and  thought,  express  this  double 
essence. 

There  is  ample  evidence  that  a  sharp  distinction  between  mind  and  body 
is  made  by  most  thinkers  to-day.  Hence,  though  monism  is  a  term  widely 
used,  we  may  look  upon  most  philosophers  to-day  as  dualists  in  ontology. 

As  is  evident  from  this  note,  these  terms  vary  in  meaning,  and  the 
variety  of  meanings  of  the  terms  spiritualism  and  idealism  (as  a  type 
of  spiritualism)  is  a  source  of  further  confusion.  To  us  the  recent 
spiritualism  (especially  of  Kantian  and  Hegelian  writers)  seems  to  be 
rather  a  purely  epistemological  doctrine,  such  as  will  be  maintained  later 
in  this  book,  and  it  is  in  no  way  an  answer  to  the  strictly  ontological 
problem. 


CHAPTER   XXV 

THE    rUOBLEM    OF    SUBSTANCE^ 


Sabstaiii-e 
Is  not  a 
remaiiuier 
left  after 
the 

abstraction 
of  qualities, 
for  there 
would  be  no 
remainder. 


So  much  for  the  way  in  which  the  substance  of  the 
worhl  manifests  itself.  Now  what  is  the  substance,  in 
and  for  itself?  Take  any  material  object:  this  paper, 
for  example.      Rob  it  of  all  its   qualities.     What  have 

>  The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  merely  to  raise  a  problem  and  to 
lead  the  reader's  thought  from  ontology  to  cosmology. 

Histurical  Xote. 

The  modern  doctrine  of  substance  (as  opposed  to  the  scholastic)  begins 
with  Locke.  The  moment  English  Empiricism,  with  its  view  that  all 
knowledge  comes  from  experience,  begins  to  ask  just  what  is  revealed  to 
our  senses  in  any  given  thing,  the  doctrine  of  substance  is  revolutionized. 
The  moment  it  is  asked  whether  substance  is  revealed  to  our  senses, 
whether  it  is  manifested  to  us  in  any  way  apart  from  its  qualities,  it 
becomes  clear  that  the  older  view  of  substance  as  an  entity  in  which  the 
qualities  inhere,  has  to  give  place  to  another.  Substance  is  manifested 
to  us  through  its  modification  ;  but  in  itself,  qua  substance,  it  is  not 
manifested.  It  is  then  an  "  I  know  not  what "  lying  behind  its  manifesta- 
tions. Thus  Locke.  If  we  ask  what  hydrogen  or  anything  is,  the  answer 
we  always  seem  to  get  is,  "  Something  that  manifests  itself  thus  and  so  "  ; 
but  what  this  something  is,  qua  something,  that  is,  apart  from  its  mani- 
festations, we  are  utterly  unable  to  say.  (Cf.  Locke,  Essay  Concerning 
Human  Understanding,  Book  II,  Chapter  XXIII.) 

Berkeley  goes  a  step  farther  and  denies  outright  the  existence  of  this 
unknowable  something,  this  mere  abstraction,  matteror  material  substance. 
For  him,  incon.sistently,  spirit  alone  is  substance.  (Cf.  in  Fraser's  Selec- 
tions, Berkeley's  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge,  Sections  1  to  33.) 

Hume  sets  this  inconsistency  aside,  and  rejects  wholly  the  old  idea  of 
substance.  (Cf.  Hume,  Treatise  on  Human  Nature,  Book  I,  Part  IV, 
Sections  3,  4,  and  5.  These  three  sections  are  so  important  that  if  the 
student  have  time,  he  should  not  fail  to  read  them  thoroughly.) 

For  a  general  survey  of  this  movement  let  him  consult  the  34th  section 
in  Windelband's  History,  through  page  474. 
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you  left?  Substance,  the  substance  in  which  these  qual- 
ities inhere,  the  substance  to  which  they  belong.  But 
what  is  this  substance?  Do  you  see  it?  No,  you  cannot; 
it  has  no  color.  Do  you  feel  it  through  touch  ?  No,  it 
has  no  resistance  or  impenetrability,  for  these  are  quali- 
ties. How,  then,  do  you  get  any  evidence  of  its  existence  ? 
To  do  anything  would  be  to  manifest  one  of  its  proper- 
ties ;  and  all  these  we  have  taken  away.  What,  then,  is 
left?  Precisely  nothing  at  all.  Substance  is  not  some- 
thing over  and  above  its  manifestations.  If  it  were  it 
could  in  no  way  be  distinguished  by  us  from  a  sheer  non- 
entity; for  to  be  so  distinguished  it  would  have  to  have 
qualities  or  manifest  its  existence  in  some  way  to  our 
perception. 

Are  we,  then,  to  conclude  that  substance  is  nothing  at  Yet  the  term 
all,  or  must  we  conclude  that  we  ordinarily  have  a  wrono-  "/"'*"  ,, 

J  »     stance' 

idea  as  to  what  substance  is  ?  The  latter  is  undoubtedly  must  refer 
the  correct  answer.  We  are  not  talking  about  nothing  ^^^^'^^  '^^** 
at  all  when  we  speak  of  substance,  for  something  in  the 
objects  about  us  makes  us  talk  of  their  substance.  So, 
too,  when  we  talk  of  the  ultimate  substance  of  the  world, 
our  thoughts  are  not  wholly  wrong;  for  there  must  be 
something  of  the  sort  in  reality,  else  this  notion  would 
not  be  held. 

Though  substance  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  an   entity  Substance  is 
over  and  above,  or  back  of,  the  qualities,  or  as  an  entity  *|J^qJ^"jj 
that  can  be  thought  of  existing  divorced  from  its  qualties,    element  of 
still  it  is  something  quite  distinct  from  them.     It  is  that  quamies,  or 
which   remains    permanent   when   the    qualities    change,   whatever 
Substance  is  that  which  never  changes,  but  is  eternally   predicate  of 
the  same.     But  substance  is  more  than  the  changreless.   tilings,  form 

A         1  1  -11  •  °        ,        the 

A  substance  must  have  an  independent  existence;  m  the  changing 

element. 

With  Kant  we  come  to  the  problem  practically  in  its  final  form.     For 

the  term  "substance"  and  its  history  and  use,  including  writers  in  the 

nineteenth  century,  the  student  should  consult  :    Eisler,  Philosophisches 

Worterbuch,  "Substanz";  or  Baldwin's  Dictionary,  "Substance." 
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Hence 
whatever 
claims  to  be 
a  suhstauce 
must  sliow 
iUelf  to 
retain  amid 
all  its 
changes  an 
eternal 
identity 
with  itself, 
or  thing- 
hood. 


l;uit;iiay-i'  of  SL'liohisticisiu,  Descartes,  aiul  Spinoza,  it  is 
"thai  wliieli  exists  in  and  for  itself,  and  depends  upon 
naught  else  for  its  existence."  Complete  inde.pendence  of 
all  flse  and  an  endless  unchanf/ed  erisfence^  these  belong 
to  the  substance  in  which  all  qualities  and  changing 
states  inhere. 

But  a  moment's  reflection  before  we  proceed  farther. 
What  do  we  mean  by  "complete  independence  of  all 
else  "  ?  Can  we  mean  aught  but  just  what  is  said  in  the 
other  phrase?  What  better  proof  of  complete  indepen- 
dence could  we  have  than  to  remain  from  eternity  to 
eternity  the  same,  and  this  amid  the  countless  changes 
that  make  up  the  course  of  the  world's  existence?  Of 
course  we  might  have  our  substance  so  divorced  from 
other  things  that  its  changes  would  in  no  way  be  due 
to  their  interference.  It  might  lead  a  life  unto  itself 
apart  from  all  else.^  But  to  be  substance  it  would  have 
to  be  changeless  here  likewise.  Thus,  in  either  case,  to 
be  eternally  the  same  would  mark  it  substance.  Sub- 
stance is  the  changeless.  Quality  is  that  which  changes. 
But  we  have  still  to  show  what  part  of  objects  is  change- 
less. Their  qualities  change,  and  by  definition  their  sub- 
stance does  not.     What,  then,  is  their  substance  ? 

This  question  we  cannot  immediatel}^  answer,  but  we 
can  say  at  once  in  what  direction  we  must  go  in  search 
for  our  answer.  In  a  previous  chapter  we  have  learned 
that  objects  are  called  things  because,  among  other  rea- 
sons, they  have  a  certain  unity  of  structure  and  stability 
of  character.  Now,  just  these  characteristics  of  thinghood 
show  a  close  similarity  between  what  we  denote  by  the 
term  and  what  we  denote  by  the  term  "substance." 
Hence  we  shall  do  well  to  ask  again.  What  is  meant 
by  the  word  "thing"?  and  to  try  to  learn  what  things 
among    all    others    claim    to   be  truly  sulistantial,  or  at 

1  The  impossibility  of  such  an  independent  life  will  be  shown  later.     In 
such  a  case  we  should  have  not  one  world,  but  many  worlds. 
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least  seem  to  have  a  right  so  to  do.  This  information 
will  doubtless  point  the  way  to  the  solution  of  our  pres- 
ent problem. 

The  world  about  us  in  our  childhood  soon  becomes 
ordered  into  a  world  of  things;  and  the  world  that 
science  pictures  to  us  in  our  maturer  days  is  not  less, 
nay,  it  is  even  more,  a  world  made  up  ultimately  of  in- 
dividual things.  There  is  a  great  difference,  it  is  true, 
between  the  things  of  popular  life  and  the  things  of 
science ;  yet  the  principles  upon  which  they  are  declared 
things  are  one  and  all  the  same. 

As  we  look  about  us,  what  are  things  and  what  are 
not?  The  trees,  the  houses,  the  stones,  the  curtains,  the 
chairs,  the  carpet  —  these  are  things  ;  but  should  we  call 
the  bark  on  the  tree  a  thing?  Hardly.  Should  we  call 
the  paint  or  a  part  of  one  of  the  chimney  bricks  on  yon- 
der house  a  thing?  Hardly.  But  then  a  whole  chimney 
brick,  or  a  whole  shingle,  separated  in  thought  from  the 
house  we  should  not  hesitate  a  moment  to  call  a  thing. 
The  chair  is  a  thing,  but  is  one  of  its  arms  a  thing? 
Yes  and  no.  Separated  in  thought  from  the  chair,  by 
all  means  it  is  a  thing ;  yet  as  part  of  the  chair  it  lacks 
the  individuality  so  characteristic  of  whatever  strikes  us 
as  a  thing.  In  short,  it  is  just  this  individuality  that 
marks  off  this  or  that  as  a  thing.  The  particles  that 
make  up  this  piece  of  sandstone  I  should  hardly  call 
things.  Their  individuality  seems  lost  in  the  combina- 
tion of  particles  into  the  larger  whole  of  the  stone. 

Now  right  here  another  question.  Why  do  some  ob- 
jects thus  in  so  arbitrary  a  way  stand  out  as  things, 
whereas  others,  perhaps  their  parts,  lack  this  thingness, 
at  least  for  the  time  being?  Individuality,  as  we  have 
seen,  is  one  element  of  this  thingness,  but  is  it  all?  No 
indeed.  The  smoke  as  it  passes  upward  from  a  cigar  is 
hardly  so  much  a  thing  as  is  the  cigar,  or  the  steam  ris- 
ing from  the  kettle  as  is  the  kettle.     The  waves  of  the  sea 
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aiv  li;uilly  so  inily  things  as  is  the  great  sea  itself.  The 
shadows  running  ahmg  the  mountain-side,  ever  changing 
their  outline,  are  not  so  markedly  things  as  is  the  old 
mountain  itself.  The  clouds  as  they  drift  along  the  sky 
are  not  things  to  tlie  same  degree  of  thingness  as  the 
moon  coming  out  between  them.  Tlie  flames  dancing 
up  and  down  upon  the  red-hot  coals  seem  hardly  so  much 
true  things  as  the  coals. 

But  why  this  difference?  Clearly  the  old,  the  endur- 
ing, the  slowly  changing  deserves  the  nobility  of  thing- 
hood  more  than  the  ever  changing,  fleeting  object  of  a 
minute's  life.  To  be  rightly  counted  a  thing,  the  object 
must  have  individuality,  and  must  seem  to  us  more  than 
a  passing  shadow.  We  can  take  a  boulder  and  split  it 
with  a  hammer.  Its  parts  then  seem  to  us  as  truly  things 
as  the  perfect  boulder.     They  have  individuality  now. 

But  where  does  the  process  of  manufacturing  things  by 
the  wholesale  end?  If  we  pound  our  rock  to  the  finest 
dust,  the  minute  particles  seem  to  lack  the  same  right 
to  thinghood  that  the  larger  pieces  possessed.  Clearly 
they  have  now  lost  their  individuality.  They  no  longer 
stand  out  and  assert  each  his  own  separate  self  as  deserving 
our  notice.  The  pieces  have  become  a  mere  heap.  Now 
much  such  a  process  of  analysis  has  been  pursued  by 
science.  She  is  ever  dissecting  the  compound  into  its 
elements;  and  what  is  more,  she  tends  to  give  to  these 
elements  a  right  to  be  called  things  even  above  the 
parent  compound.  But  science  is  here  looking  at  the 
other  aspect  of  thinghood,  and  cares  more  for  permanence 
and  changelessness  than  for  visible  separateness.  It  is 
true  that  the  atoms  into  which  the  chemist  resolves  the 
piece  of  stone  by  his  continued  analysis  seem  to  our  limited 
vision  to  have  lost  the  individuality  that  the  stone  itself 
possessed.  Still,  to  those  atoms  we  ascribe  an  existence 
of  ages  and  ages.  They  are  more  permanent  than  the 
everlasting  hills.   They  defy  every  attempt  to  destroy  them. 
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Because    of   this,    the   right  of   thingliood    behjiigs   to  Tims  we  get 
chemical  atoms  in  a  sense  higher  and  truer  than  to  the   oTobi^ctT^ 
objects  of  everyday  life,  with  their  more  noticeable  indi-   that  form 
viduality.     Atoms  have  individuality,  if  our  senses  could  ciaTmantsof 
but  perceive  it;  but,  after  all,  permanence  or  unifoimity  tiunghood, 
of  existence  is  greater  than  mere  individuality,   and  in  aiid  souls, 
the  judgment  of  reason  it  gives  a  prior  right  to  thing- 
hood.      Atoms  are  preeminently  things.      But  why  stop 
here?     The  uniformity  of  existence  that  chemical  atoms 
now  boast  may  any  day  be  taken  from  them  and  ascribed 
to  more  primitive  atoms.     Thus,    when  it  comes  to  the 
last  analysis  the  only  ultimate  and  absolutely  true  thing 
would   be   an    atom   that    is    absolutely   changeless   and 
eternal. 

Besides  atoms  there  are  other  claimants  to  ultimate 
thinghood:  souls.  Our  mental  life,  amid  all  its  count- 
less changes  from  hour  to  hour,  and  year  to  year,  has  an 
individuality  and  a  uniformity  of  character  that  make  it 
likewise  one  life  and  the  manifestation  of  one  thing  — 
the  soul.  True,  the  soul's  prenatal  existence  and  future 
life  are  hidden  from  us  ;  but  for  those  believing  in  its  eter- 
nity, this  fact  presents  no  serious  difT(icult3\  However, 
think  as  we  will  about  that,  during  its  threescore  and  ten 
years  here  on  earth,  it  has  the  marks  of  true  thinghood. 

Thus  in  the  world  to  which  science  introduces  us  there 
are  two  great  classes  of  things,  —  the  atoms  of  the  mate- 
rial world  and  the  souls  of  the  spiritual  world.  These 
two  classes  of  things  claim  to  be  substances ;  but  whether  in  short, 

they  are  or  not,  we  must  leave  for  cosmology  to  determine,    science 
A  11  1  •  •         1  •  lie  seems  to  be 

All   explanations    in   this    world   oi   ours    must   come  ever  trying 

finally  to  permanent  uniformities  of  existence.     As  we  t^jn^'^t^^ 

pass  on  from  the  chemical  atom  to  the  atom  of  a  higher  is  truly 

and  higher  abstraction,    we   are   approaching   more   and  am^\ms'^ 

more  toward  those  ultimate   conditions  of  the  material  leads  us  to 

world  that  we  suppose  to  be  eternal.     Cosmology,  it  is  following 

true,  may  find  that  atoms  do  not  conform  to  the  strict  chapters 
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ret]uirenients  of  substuntiality.  But  whether  they  do  or 
not,  tlie  belief  in  them  lies  on  the  path  by  which  we 
pjii-is,  in  thought,  from  the  everyday  Avorld,  with  its 
nianv  clKinges,  nearer  and  nearer  to  a  form  of  existence 
that  is  changeless,  or  substantial.  Thus^  substance  is 
that  ultimate^  eternal^  unchanging  elemetit  in  our  world 
toward  which  science,  in  her  atomic  theory,  keeps  pushing. 
How  many  such  substances  there  can  be  in  the  world,  — 
whether  the  distinction  between  mind  and  matter  necessi- 
tates the  belief  in  more  than  one  ultimate  substance,  — ■ 
we  shall  see  in  our  next  section,  on  Cosmology. 


IV.   COSMOLOGY 
CHAPTER   XXVI 

INTRODUCTORY  ^ 

We  have  now  discovered  the  essential  ways  in  which  Our  new 
reality  manifests  itself,  and  how  we  must  regard  the  ^'°  ^™' 
substance  or  substances  involved  in  such  manifestations. 
This  was  the  ontological  problem.  A  new  problem  at 
once  awaits  us.  How  is  this  world,  whose  essence  we 
have  studied,  constituted  ?  Is  it  a  world  of  an  indefinite 
number  of  absolutely  independent  things  or  substances? 
Or  must  we  deny  this  and  assert  the  ultimate  unity  of 
its  substance  ?  And  again,  whether  there  be  an  ultimate 
plurality  or  not,  how  are  we  to  explain  the  organization 
of  the  cosmos  ?  Let  us  first  view  the  facts  that  give  us 
our  problem. 

"  To  popular  opinion  the  world  appears  as  a  plurality  The  facts 
of  independent  objects,  each  of  which  has  an  existence  ourproWem. 
independent   of   all   the   rest.      True,    they   are   not   all  i-  au 
totally  indifferent  to  each  other;  they  stand  in  relation  undergo 
to,  and  act  upon,  each  other.     Nevertheless,  this  relation  ci^auge  and 

p    .  .         .  ,  .  p  1       1         interact  in 

01  interaction  is  unnecessary  to  the  existence  oi  each  ele-  spite  of 
ment  as  such.  *'^®''^. 

seeming 

"If  we  look  at  the  matter  a  little  more  closely,  we  shall  inde- 
discover  a  few  further  facts   that  are  worthy  of  notice.    P^'^*^^°^^- 
In  the  first  place,   things   act  and  are  acted  upon,   not 
occasionally,  but  constantly  and  universalli//'' 

We  stand  watching  the  waves  break  on  the  seashore. 
How  like  an  individual  living  thing  each  is  as  it  rolls 
nearer  and  nearer.      On  and  on   they  come,   each  trying 

1  A  considerable  portion  of  this  chapter  is  taken  from  my  Syllabus  of 
an  Introduction  to  Philosophy.     New  York,  1899. 
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ti)  oviTiako  llio  one  before  it.  How  independently  each 
seems  to  net,  even  lliough  it  repeats  so  nearly  the  doings 
of  its  predecessors.  Finally,  as  each  grows  higher  and 
higher,  the  top  begins  to  curl;  it  turns,  and  then  in  a 
mad  dash  ends  its  life,  a  little  sea  of  dancing,  boiling, 
struggling  foam  rushing  up  the  beach's  slope.  How 
short  was  that  life,  yet  seemingly  how  free  and  how  care- 
less of  all  else! 

But  a  moment's  thought  soon  reveals  to  us  how  decep- 
tive its  seeming  independence  was.  It  was  driven  on  by 
forces  from  behind  and  beneath.  The  wind  had  set  the 
topmost  water  of  the  sea  into  motion,  and  little  by  little 
with  gathered  force  the  water  had  itself  added  to  the 
wind's  work.  As  the  waves  approached  the  beach  the 
resistance  of  the  sloping  shore  altered  their  sha^je  and 
motion  till  their  onward  course  and  gravitation  led  them 
to  destruction.  How  far,  then,  from  independent  has  been 
their  short  career!  The  wind,  the  waters  pushing  from 
behind,  the  resistance  of  the  beach,  and  the  attraction  of 
the  earth  have  all  played  their  part.  But  are  even  these 
all  that  has  determined  the  waves'  course?  The  shape  of 
the  beach,  the  looseness  or  hardness  of  its  structure,  must 
have  played  some  part.  Then,  too,  how  great  a  part  has 
been  played  by  the  tide !  Here  the  waves  are  high  up  on 
the  shore,  whereas  but  a  few  hours  ago  they  were  break- 
ing many  yards  below.  But  what  made  the  tide?  The 
moon  and  the  sun.  What  made  the  wind  and  gave  it  its 
direction  and  velocity  ?  Ultimately,  the  sun  and  the  earth. 
Likewise,  what  determined  the  character  of  the  shore? 
Geology  tells  of  forces  as  widespread  in  their  influence 
as  our  whole  solar  system.  But  why  do  we  stop  here? 
Have  yonder  fixed  stars  naught  to  do  in  the  affairs  of  our 
solar  world?  The  law  of  gravitation,  the  laws  of  light 
and  heat,  must  hold  of  them  as  of  all  else.  No  doubt, 
then,  their  attraction,  their  light,  and  their  heat  have 
played  a  part,  no  matter  how  small  the  part  may  be. 
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But  how  much  more  there  M^as  in  the  wave  tliaii  its 
onward  rush  to  destruction!  We  might  have  taken  pains 
to  learn  its  temperature,  and  how  this  came  from  the  sur- 
rounding air  and  water.  But  whence  did  they  get  it? 
Again  we  are  led  to  the  forces  that  produce  the  heat  of 
our  atmosphere  at  given  times  and  places;  and  how  mani- 
fold are  these  forces!  Then,  too,  we  might  have  in- 
quired concerning  the  changing  colors  of  the  wave  as  it 
moved  on  and  on.  These  were  due  not  only  to  its  own 
molecular  structure,  but  also,  above  all,  to  the  daylight 
and  the  source  of  that  daylight.  Moreover,  if  it  be  true 
tliat  water  is  in  itself  colorless,  and  that  its  seeming 
color  is  due  to  the  fine  particles  held  in  suspension 
within,  we  should  be  led  on  to  ask  the  source  of  this 
color-giving  dust.  The  ocean  bottom,  the  deposit  carried 
into  it  by  the  feeding  rivers,  the  eroded  shores  and  cliffs, 
the  meteors,  the  meteoric  dust,  where  should  we  not  go 
to  find  its  sources  ? 

In  short,  we  are  here  simply  brought  face  to  face,  as  we  This 
should  have  been  had  we  chosen  anv  other  example,  with  "nteraction 

.  £^     '  exists 

the  indefinitely  widespread  interaction  of  all  the  elements  among 
of  the  visible  universe.      Further  analysis  of  parts  and  throughout 
new  discoveries  of  science  but  keep  adding  to  the  uni-  all  space, 
versality  and  the  intimacy  of  this  world-wide  interaction   throughout 
of  thing  with  thing.  all  time. 

But  what  is  true  of  our  known  world  in  its  expanse  in 
space,  is  likewise  true  of  it  in  its  course  through  time.  The 
wave  breaking  on  the  shore  was  determined  by  the  wave  of 
the  moment  before.  The  wind  was  caused  by  forces  acting 
days  before,  and  these  again  by  still  other  forces  reaching 
back  into  the  infinite  past.  Could  we,  and  did  we,  trace 
its  history,  we  should  be  led  into  the  past  geologic  ages,  and 
even  to  the  formation  of  our  solar  system.  But  this,  in 
turn,  would  be  no  more  a  stopping-place  than  the  point  at 
which  we  started.  Likewise,  did  we  look  into  the  future, 
the  effects  of  the  wave  will  last  on  into  the  centuries, 
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ti)  ett'initv.  r»ut.  Avluit  is  lieic  true  of  the  wave  would 
in  the  siuue  way  bo  true  of  anything  else  whose  history 
wo  might  strive  to  build  up.  Thus,  as  the  elements 
of  the  world  wore  found  to  be  interrelated  everywhere 
tliroughout  the  realms  of  space,  so,  likewise,  are  they 
now  found  to  be  through  the  endless  course  of  time ;  and 
thus,  when  we  realize  that  the  relations  extend  through 
both  space  and  time,  they  seem  truly  universal. ^ 

What  is  true  of  the  physical  world  is  no  less  true  of 
the  mental  world,  and  all  that  belongs  to  it.  Men's 
minds  are  influenced  by  their  surroundings.  The  great- 
est of  geniuses  is  as  truly  a  child  of  his  day  as  the 
humblest  intellect.  If  we  study  his  great  thoughts,  his 
discoveries,  his  inventions,  we  never  find  that  all  is  new. 
At  the  most  only  a  slight  change  has  been  made  in  what 
the  men  that  went  before  handed  on  to  him.  The  his- 
torical continuity,  where  we  have  the  data  to  work  it  out, 
is  ever  complete.  To  take  a  man  out  of  his  surround- 
ings, historical,  geographical,  racial,  would  be  to  fail 
utterly  to  understand  him. 

But  why  delay  at  this  point?  Does  not  evolutionary 
psychology  find  in  our  mind  the  same  product  of  the  ages 
past  that  biology  finds  in  the  structure  of  our  body? 
We  are  what  we  are  mentally  partly  because  of  what 
our  ancestors  were  millions  of  years  ago,  and  they,  in 
turn,  were  the  offspring  of  remoter  ages.  The  forces 
within  and  without,  the  environment  and  the  nervous 
structure,  played  their  part  in  each  generation ;  and  now 
the  result  is  the  effect  of  their  countless  contributions. 
So  we  might  proceed  to  show  how  societies  and  nations, 

1  It  might  be  urged  that  what  happens  here  at  this  instant  is  not  affected 
by  what  happens  in  the  sun  at  the  very  same  instant,  for  some  lapse  of 
time  would  be  necessary  to  transfer  the  effect  from  place  to  place.  But 
the  moment  we  add  time  to  .space,  then  what  now  happens  in  one  place  is 
in  relationship  to  what  happens  elsewhere  ;  for  their  causes  in  the  indefinite 
past  and  their  effects  in  the  indefinite  future  have  ample  time  to  act  and 
react,  no  one  knows  how  many  times. 
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governments  and  wars,  science  and  art,  and  all  that 
makes  up  the  larger  life  of  man,  are  ultimately  related 
to  the  cosmic  forces  taking  part  in  the  origin  and  de- 
velopment of  our  whole  solar  and  sidereal  system.  Thus 
a  few  moments'  thought  must  radically  change  the  popu- 
lar opinion  that  the  world  is  "a  plurality  of  independent 
objects,  each  of  which  has  an  existence  independent  of  all 
the  rest." 

However,    further  thought    may   lead   us   back   again  ii.  Yet  on 
toward  a  plurality  of  such  independent  objects.    The  reign  hand\'here 
of  universal   law,   and   the  harmony  of   action  whereby  is  a  true 
each  thing  plays  it  definite  role  in  an  eternal  and  uni-  ity  to  things, 
versal  drama  —  these  seem   to  be    beyond   dispute,   and  ■^'i  '^  not 
therefore  something  that  every  cosmological  theory  must 
take  into  account.     Still,  on  the  other  hand,  the  course 
of  science  has  been  to  seek  ultimate  independent  entities 
—  entities,  it  is  true,  that  conform  to  universal  law  and 
cosmical   order,  yet   entities  that  are  independent,  self- 
existing,  eternal,  and  unchanging. 

But  further,  each  one  of  these  entities  contributes  its 
part  in  the  combined  result.  A  given  blow  dealt  a  billiard 
ball  results  in  an  event  quite  different  from  what  would 
have  followed  had  the  ball  been  made  of  putty.  A  wax 
figure  reacts  very  differently  to  its  surroundings  from  a 
living  man.  In  short,  the  individual  character  plays  a 
part,  no  matter  whether  we  choose  examples  from  the 
world  of  life  or  from  that  of  dead  matter.  Therefore  any 
theory  of  the  world  that  ignores  the  individual  or  denies 
its  existence  is  blind  to  countless  facts  of  everyday  life. 

Thus  the  world  is  not  merely  a  macrocosm;  it  is  also 
a  system  of  microcosms.  The  solar  system  leads  a  life 
at  least  of  semi-independence.  It  had  its  origin;  it  has 
gone  through  a  long  course  of  gradual  development  to  its 
present  structure.  The  same  thing  is  true  of  our  earth 
and  of  the  races  of  animals  and  plants  that  inhabit  it, 
and  is  true,   even  to  a  greater  extent,   of  our  chemical 
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alitins,  though  it  would  be  wrong  to  say  that  they  have 
existed  from  eternity  and  are  to  remain  existing  for  all 
time  to  come.  But  even  though  we  find  in  all  these  cases 
tht'  twofold  process  of  origin  and  disintegration,  still  we 
shall  not  stop  seeking  farther  and  farther  for  microcosms 
that  are  eternal.  In  short,  we  come  to  the  question; 
What  is  the  significance  of  the  fact  that  science  searches 
for  such  eternal  microcosms  as  well  as  for  universal  law 
and  order?  If  we  emphasize  the  former,  we  tend  toward 
pluralism;  if  the  latter,  we  tend  toward  singularism.  But 
the  fact  that  both  tendencies  exist  in  science  makes  us 
believe  that  each  has  a  right  to  be,  and  that  some  means 
of  reconciliation  can  be  found. 

However,  in  actual  explanations  of  the  world,  one  group 
of  philosophers  has  assumed  as  a  starting-point  the  uni- 
versal law  and  order,  the  other,  the  individuality  of  the 
atom  for  which  science  searches.  The  former  has  had  to 
explain  the  possibility  of  the  individual,  the  latter  the 
possibility  of  a  cosmos  made  up  of  individuals.  Let  us 
turn  to  a  brief  epitome  of  the  resulting  theories,^  their 
history,  and  the  causes  giving  rise  to  them.^ 

Pluralism  emphasizes  the  individual  and  the  part  played 
by  the  individual  in  the  constitution  of  the  world.  Though 
not  denying  the  unity  of  the  universe,  pluralists  explain 
it  as  a  unity  made  up  of  individuals. 

We  can  naturally  ask  two  questions  concerning  these 
individuals:   first,    their   ontology;   secondly,   their   cos- 


1  Parallel  Reading. 

For  the  next  three  chapters  the  student  can  find  no  better  parallel  reading 
(though  somewhat  diflBcult)  than  the  admirable  discussion  of  Lotze  in  the 
3d,  4th,  5th,  6th,  and  7th  chapters  of  the  First  Book  of  his  Metaphysics. 
For  vei-y  interesting  and  shorter  reading  covering  many  points  of  Cosmology 
and  Cosmogony,  the  student  is  especially  referred  to  Paulsen,  Introduction, 
Book  I,  Chapter  II. 

2  This  sketch  presupposes  on  the  part  of  the  reader  a  general  knowledge 
of  the  history  of  philosophy.  The  beginner  will  do  well  to  omit  it  and 
pass  at  once  to  the  next  chapter. 
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mology  proper,  or  the  relation  among  them  that  makes 
up  the  order  or  constitution  of  the  world.  The  indi- 
viduals may  be  thought  of  as  material ;  we  then  speak  of 
them  as  atoms.  They  may  be  thought  of  as  spiritual ; 
we  then  speak  of  them  as  spirits,  souls,  or,  sometimes, 
monads.  They  may  be  thouglit  of  as  material,  and  yet 
living  and  feeling,  a  doctrine  called  Hylozoism.  Again, 
we  may  think  of  two  kinds  of  individuals,  —  atoms  and 
spirits.  Then,  of  course,  we  are  dualists.  Finally,  one 
theory  regards  matter  as  divisible  ad  injinitum.  In  this 
case  atomism  is  rejected,  and  matter  is  looked  upon  as  a 
kind  of  continuous  fluid  that  can  hardly  be  regarded  as 
one  or  as  many.     This  was  the  view  of  Descartes. 

But  pluralism  has  a  still  further  question  to  answer: 
Is  the  sum  total  of  existence  these  atoms  or  spirits  alone, 
or  is  there  in  addition  to  the  system  that  these  make  up, 
a  creator,  God?  In  the  former  case  the  unity  of  the 
universe  is  only  in  the  order  of  the  atoms ;  in  the  latter 
case  we  have  in  addition  some  highest  atom,  or  spirit,  or 
world-ground  that  orders  and  rules  the  world  of  atoms 
or  spirits.  The  former  system  is  sometimes  spoken  of 
as  atheism,  just  as  singularism  is  spoken  of  as  panthe- 
ism. The  latter  system  is  referred  to  as  theism.  Much 
objection,  however,  can  be  raised  against  this  termi- 
nology, which  is  religious  in  its  meaning  rather  than 
metaphysical.  Much  singularism  claims  to  be  theis- 
tic;  much  theism  of  the  type  mentioned  above  may 
be,  religiously  speaking,  atheistic.^  Such  is  a  brief  list 
of  the  many  forms  that  pluralism  has  taken;  and  it 
naturally  leads  us  to  ask  how  so  many  and  so  various 
doctrines  have  arisen. 

1  We  should  do  better  to  call  the  one  system  singularism,  remembering 
that  it  is  generally  called  pantheism.  The  other  two  systems  we  can  refer 
to  as  pluralism,  remembering  the  difference  between  the  two,  and  that  the 
one  is  often  referred  to  as  atheism,  the  other  as  theism,  and  that  these 
distinctions  do  not  necessarily  correspond  to  those  made  by  religion. 
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Pluralistii  arose  to  explain  the  processes  or  changes  of 
mitun'.  The  Eleatics  had  denied  all  change;  Heraclitiis 
had  said  all  was  change.  Neither  hypothesis  was  satis- 
factory, for  both  seemed  to  leave  something  unexplained 
that  needed  explanation.  The  Eleatics  got  rid  of  this 
need  by  denying  that  there  is  any  change  to  be  ex- 
plained; Heraclitus,  by  saying  that  change  is  ultimate 
and,  therefore,  its  own  explanation. 

Empedocles,  Anaxagoras,  Leucippus,  and  Democritus 
take  the  happy  mean.  Agreeing  with  the  Eleatics  that 
"  Being  "  is  permanent,  they  none  the  less  acknowledged, 
with  Heraclitus,  the  reality  of  change.  Therefore  they 
did  not,  like  Parmenides  and  Heraclitus,  deny  the  need 
of  an  explanation.  They  thought  that  if  the  existing, 
or  Being,  is  permanent,  then  change  cannot  be  a  modi- 
tication  of  "Being."  "Being"  must  be  made  up  of  indi- 
vidual "Beings,"  and  change  must  be  an  alteration  of 
the  relations  bet\veen  these  individual  "Beings,"  but  not 
an  alteration  of  the  "Beings"  themselves.  Thus  by  the 
invention  of  the  pluralistic  hypothesis  the  successors  of 
Heraclitus  and  the  Eleatics  are  enabled  to  give  an  ex- 
planation of  changes  that  they  can  neither  deny  nor 
accept  as  ultimate. 

In  the  metaphysics  of  Plato  and  Aristotle  we  have  a 
sort  of  dualism ;  —  in  Plato,  in  the  distinction  between 
matter  and  the  idea;  in  Aristotle,  in  the  distinction 
Ijetween  form  and  matter.  Both  men,  however,  are 
pluralists.  In  Plato  we  have  the  totto^  vo7]Tifc6<i  peopled 
with  an  endless  number  of  ideas.  In  the  doctrine  of 
Aristotle  we  are  told  that  matter  taking  on  the  forms 
becomes  a  world  of  individual  thing's.  In  Plato  the 
world  is  subordinate  to,  or  ruled  by,  one  supreme  Idea, 
the  good.  In  Aristotle,  there  is  one  supreme  Form, 
pure  activity  that  is  never  material.  This  is  God,  the 
prime  mover  of  the  universe.  Thus  both  are  theistic 
pluralists. 
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We  have  so  far  (z.e.  up  to  the  death  of  Aristotle),  in 
the  history  of  philosophy,  representatives  of  the  atheistic 
and  theistic  types  of  pluralism.  We  may  take  Democri- 
tus  and,  later,  Lucretius  as  the  typical  atheists ;  Aristotle 
as  the  typical  theist. 

Tlie  great  theistic  system  of  Greek  philosophy  is  that   Theistic 

of  Aristotle.^     But  when  Christianity  came  into  contact  I'J-'^^^l^'^' 

•J  Its  History. 

with  Greek  thought  and  found  itself  obliged  not  only  to 
formulate  the  doctrines  of  the  church,  but  also  to  con- 
struct apologetically  a  philosophy  founded  upon  them, 
and  meeting  the  intellectual  needs  of  the  times,  there 
resulted  finally,  in  the  teachings  of  St.  Augustine, 
another  great  theistic  system.  His  cosmology  is  dif- 
ferent from  that  of  Aristotle,  and  contains  great  original 
contributions  to  human  thought.  These  two  types  of 
theism  —  that  of  Aristotle  and  that  of  St.  Augustine  — 
have  continued  to  exist  ever  since  in  Europe,  and  in  the 
Christian  church.  In  the  Aristotelian  scholasticism, 
and  especially  in  the  system  of  St.  Thomas  Aquinas,  we 
have  the  former  type.  In  the  Augustinianism  of  the 
Jansenists  and  the  Protestant  Reformers  we  have  theism 
of  the  latter  type.  Both  systems  were  ever  in  danger  of 
passing  over  into  pantheism;  and  Spinoza's  doctrine  of 
substance  is  doubtless  the  logical  outcome  of  Aristotle's. 

The  history  of  pantheism,  on  the  other  hand,  belongs 
especially  to  modern  philosophy.  Pantheism  is  the  result 
of  the  natural  philosophy  of  the  Renascence,  and  again,  as 
just  said,  of  the  working  out  of  the  Aristotelian  doctrine 
of  substance  to  its  full  conclusion  in  Spinoza.  In  the 
Post-Kantian  writers  we  have  once  more  a  strong  panthe- 
istic tendency. 

To  pass  from  this  brief  statement  about  the  history  of  its  point 

the  two  doctrines :    What  is  the  fundamental  difPerence   "f J'®"^ '' 

etmco- 

^  Parallel  Beading :  Cf.  Weber's  History  of  Philosophy,  on  Aristotle, 
St.  Augustine,  Berkeley,  and  Leibniz ;  Windelband's  History  of  Philoso- 
phy, Sections  20,  27,  and  29. 
Q 
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ill  tlu'ir  point  of  view?  It  is  the  difference  between  the 
intolKH'tnal  and  the  ethico-religious  interpretation  of  the 
universe. 

In  the  intellectual  interpretation  of  the  universe  the 
chief  motive  is  to  find  a  ground  of  the  universe  that 
ex[)lains  its  origin,  its  nature,  and  its  processes.  The 
intellect  in  no  way  cares  what  this  ground  is,  as  long  as 
it  serves  the  purpose  of  explanation,  nor  how  rudely  this 
explanation  may  dash  to  pieces  the  hopes  and  longings 
expressed  in  the  moral  and  religious  life  of  the  time.  In 
what  is  called  the  individual  it  sees  a  stumbling-block 
that  it  must  try  to  explain  away,  rather  than  a  principle 
that  it  must  make  the  basis  of  its  explanation.  What  is 
sought  is  an  explanation  of  the  universe  as  a  unity.  The 
world  explained  as  a  unity  is  the  ideal  of  reason,  and  the 
very  essence  of  rational  interpretation.  The  individual 
and  change  must  be  conceived  of  in  harmony  with  this 
unity  and  explained  by  means  of  it. 

The  ethical  and  religious  interpretation,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  strongly  individualistic.  Man,  interpreted  as  a 
moral  being,  must  be  regarded  as  an  individual,  free  and 
responsible  for  his  conduct.  From  the  religious  stand- 
point, the  ground  of  the  world  must  possess  personality. 
The  moral  and  religious  nature  maintains  that  man's 
special  relations  to  this  ground  (responsibility,  depen- 
dence, and  redemption)  can  exist  only  in  case  the  latter  be 
a  spiritual  personality. 

For  pantheism  the  individual  is  but  a  mode,  or  modi- 
fication, of  the  creator.  It  has  no  independent  existence, 
for  its  nature  and  doings  "follow  necessarily  "  out  of  the 
essence  of  the  ground  of  all  things.  But  then,  so  the  the- 
ist  urges  against  the  pantheist,  human  conduct  is  as  non- 
moral  as  the  beating  of  waves  on  the  seashore  or  any 
other  process  in  nature. 

How  is  the  conflict  between  these  two  theories  to  be 
removed  ?     We  have  in  this  controversy  two  fundamental 
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interests.  Each  of  these  interests  has  a  right  to  interpret  conflict 
reality  from  its  own  standpoint  and  in  accordance  with  t^^^^^^"  *  * 
its  own  principles.  In  fact,  the  two  are  entirely  different ; 
their  problems  are  not  the  same,  and  when  carefully  dis- 
tinguished should  never  come  into  conflict,  because  their 
fields  do  not  overlap.  It  is  true,  this  leads  to  at  least  a 
twofold  interpretation  of  the  universe.  But  as  we  shall 
see,  it  appears  to  be  the  highest  and  best  decision  of  our 
century  that  for  the  finite  mind  the  two  interpretations 
cannot  be  unified.  In  short,  the  distinction  between  the 
intellect  and  the  ethico-religious  consciousness  is  for  the 
finite  mind  ultimate. 

We  may  then  conclude  that  the  explanation  of  the 
world  as  a  unity,  of  its  processes  as  following  necessarily 
out  of  the  world-ground,  and  of  the  individual  as  but  a 
modification  of  that  world-ground,  is  the  ideal  for  the 
intellect  in  its  interpretation  of  reality.  The  moral  con- 
sciousness, on  the  other  hand,  demands  an  individual 
morally  responsible  and  a  world-ground  whose  character 
it  can  interpret  by  such  words  as  good,  perfect,  and  to 
which  it  can  ascribe,  however  paradoxical,  both  person- 
ality and  infinity.  But  it  belongs,  not  to  cosmology,  but 
to  the  philosophy  of  religion  to  remove  the  apparent  con- 
tradiction between  these  two  views  of  the  world. 

The  controversy  between  atheistic  pluralism  ^  and  pan-  Atheistic 

theism  is  one  with  that  between   pluralism  and  singu-  Pj'^rahsm. 

^  o         Its  opposi- 

larism.      Atheism,    as  a  form  of  pluralism,    is,    strictly  tionto 

speaking,  in  conflict  only  with  the  contrary  theory —  *  ^'^™' 
theism.  Atheism  argues,  we  have  no  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  any  word-transcending  ground.  It  finds  in 
theism  an  inconsistent  pantheism,  which  presupposes  the 
very  doctrine  at  issue  and  then  tries  to  explain  the  world, 
not  rationally,  but  teleologically,  in  the  light  of  this 
assumption.  It  maintains,  in  short,  that  theism  inter- 
prets the  world  in  a  way  inspired  not  by  man's  intellect, 
1  Parallel  reading :  Paulsen,  Introduction,  pp,  158-180. 
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bill  by  his  moral  and  religious  desires.  It  presupposes 
that  the  world  was  made  to  suit  the  desires  and  wishes 
of  man,  or  that  man  is  the  end  of  creation.  Pantheism 
it  can  understand  and  treat  seriously;  theism  it  regards 
as  a  remnant  of  mythology  unworthy  of  scientific  recog- 
nition. 

Atheism,  like  pantheism,  is  doubtless  right  in  feeling 
that  the  theist  has  had  other  than  purely  intellectual 
motives.  However,  if  atheism  be  naturalistic,  or  deny 
the  right  of  any  other  interpretation  of  reality  than  one 
in  terms  of  science,  the  controversy  is  no  longer  between 
atheism  and  theism, ^  but  between  naturalism  and  the 
doctrine  that  the  universe  is  not  susceptible  of  interpre- 
tation on  any  single  principle. 

Theism  has  demanded  an  explanation  of  the  order, 
the  perfection,  and  the  presence  of  final  causes  that  it 
claims  to  discover  throughout  the  world.  It  sees  in  the 
results  of  human  intelligence  and  volition  events  of 
the  same  character  as  (though  less  perfect  than)  those 
found  in  the  great  processes  of  the  world.  Having  in 
what  man  produces  an  example  of  what  mind  has 
wrought,  it  argues  by  analogy  to  a  mind  infinitely 
powerful,  wise,  and  perfect,  as  the  only  possible  ex- 
planation of  the  world.  It  sees  in  any  other  theory  the 
implication  that  the  marvellous  adaptations  and  organ- 
isms we  find  in  nature  are  the  result  of  blind  chance,  an 
absurdity  equal  to  saying  that  stone  quarries  of  them- 
selves change  into  cathedrals  and  iron  mines  into  locomo- 
tives and  steamships. 

The  atheist,  on  the  other  hand,  refuses  to  find  in  the 
processes  of  nature  anything  analogous  to  the  purposive 
activities  of  man.  In  the  first  place,  man  changes  one 
form  of  force  or  matter  into  others.  He  does  not  create. 
In  the  second  place,  the  so-called  ends  of  nature  that 
serve  as  the  material  for  the  theist's  argument  are  over- 
1  Cf.  Chapter  XLVIII. 
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weighed  by  an  indefinite  mass  of  facts  incapable  of  any 
such  interpretation. 

Rain  and  cahimity  come  to  the  just  and  the  unjust. 
Misery  and  misfortune  are  the  lot  of  all  alike.  Instead 
of  the  higher  animal  organisms  being  created  after  a  plan, 
they  are  but  the  outcome  of  a  ruthless  struggle  for  exist- 
ence, marked  by  the  suffering  and  extinction  of  millions 
upon  millions  of  the  unfit.  Further,  the  fittest  that  sur- 
vive are  not  necessarily  the  morally  or  intellectually  high- 
est. From  this  standpoint  they  are  often  degenerate. 
Then,  too,  evolution  is  but  one-half  the  story.  Dissolu- 
tion is  the  other  half.  Nature's  processes  go  up  and 
down,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  they  do  not  go  down 
just  as  far  as  they  ever  come  up.  The  earth,  its  races, 
its  nations,  will  all  grow  old  and  pass  away  into  the 
chaos  whence  they  arose,  and  what  has  been  gained  by 
their  having  existed?  Can  the  theist  point  to  any  evi- 
dence justifying  us  in  saying  a  purpose  has  thereby  been 
fulfilled?  He  cannot.  There  is,  then,  in  nature  nothing 
whose  scientific  interpretation  demands  the  supposition  of 
an  infinite  intelligence. 

All  we  have  are  the  great  processes  of  nature.  All 
that  we  need  presuppose  to  interpret  these  processes  are 
substances  with  their  laws  of  movement  or  of  change. 
These  all  are  ultimate,  and  are  therefore  to  be  assumed 
just  as  the  theist  assumes  his  God.  In  fact,  if  we  grant 
that  the  fewer  assumptions  a  theory  makes  the  better, 
then  our  theory  is  preferable  to  theism  because  it  does 
not  assume  as  much.  We  simply  assert  that  what  is,  has 
always  been,  and  that  what  we  now  see  to  be  nature  and 
its  processes,  has  always  existed.  These  processes  are  ulti- 
mate, and  though  they  may  be  described,  they  need  no 
explanation.  When  we  have  described  them,  metaphysics 
has  fulfilled  its  mission. 

Atheism  is  generally  materialistic,  but  is  not  neces- 
sarily either  materialistic  or  atomistic.     It  could  just  as 
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well  be  spiritualistic.  The  materialistic  and  more  usual 
type  explains  everything  as  due  to  the  movements  of 
atoms,  from  the  processes  of  inanimate  nature  to  the 
formation  of  the  highest  organisms  and  the  greatest  pro- 
ductions of  the  human  mind.  All  is  the  result  of  a 
purposeless  collision  and  rebounding  of  an  infinite  num- 
ber of  atoms. 

We  turn  now  from  our  account  of  pluralism  in  its  two 
rival  forms,  theism  and  atheism,  to  a  brief  statement  of 
the  various  ontological  forms  that  it  has  taken.  Indi- 
vidual substances  must  be  material,  spiritual,  or  both. 
In  the  fii-st  case  we  refer  to  them  as  atoms ;  in  the  second 
case  as  spirits,  sometimes  as  monads ;  in  the  third  case  as 
the  atoms  of  the  hylozoist. 

Atomism  ^  is  one  of  the  pluralistic  theories  that  arose 
to  remove  the  Eleatic  and  Heraclitic  deadlock.  Like  the 
other  pluralistic  theories,  it  did  this  by  accepting  the  un- 
changeableness  of  substance  and  by  explaining  change  as 
an  alteration  in  the  relative  positions  of  different  sub- 
stances. Ancient  atomism  is  set  forth  preeminently  in 
the  teaching  of  liCucippus  and  Democritus,  and  in  the 
"De  Rerum  Natura"  of  Lucretius.  In  the  Renascence 
we  have  the  revival  of  this  ancient  theory,  to  some 
extent,  in  the  monadism  of  Giordano  Bruno,  but  espe- 
cially in  the  epicureanism  of  Gassendi.  Descartes  re- 
fused to  accept  the  atomistic  theory,  and  regarded  matter 
as  divisible  ad  infinitum.  The  great  influence  Carte- 
sianism  gained  in  Europe  tended  to  postpone  any  further 
development  of  atomism  till  Leibniz  and  Newton  won  a 
hearing. 

Leibniz  spiritualizes  the  old  atoms  and  describes  them 
as  unextended.  Hence  we  shall  place  him  among  the 
spiritualists.     We  have,  none  the  less,  in  his  theory,  the 

1  Parallel  Reading :  Paulsen,  Introduction,  pp.  145-158  ;  Weber,  His- 
tory of  Philosophy,  pp.  55-58  ;  Wiudelband,  History  of  Philosophy,  Sec- 
tion 10. 
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beginning  of  a  new  conception  of  the  atom,  combining 

somewhat  the  old  hylozoism  and  the  mechanical  views  of 

modern  natural  philosophy.     The  new  conception  regards 

the  atom  not  as  an  inert  mass,    but  as  a  non-extended 

centre  of  force.     In  short,  as  matter  was  endowed  by  the 

ancient  materialist  with  life,  so  now  the  atom  is  endowed 

with  motion,  and  the  conceptions  of  matter  and  motion 

are  combined  in  tlie  concept  of  force.     This  theory  was 

set  forth  in  our  own  century  by  Faraday. 

Spiritual  pluralism  is  the  theory  of  the  great  German   Spiritual- 

philosopher  Leibniz.^     He  was  dissatisfied  with  the  Car-  '*'/*'  ,. 
^  '^  Pluralism. 

tesian  conception  of  matter  and  substituted  for  it  that 
of  force,  and  then,  too,  he  carried  over  the  infinitesimal 
calculus  of  his  mathematical  studies  to  the  explanation 
of  nature. 

Berkeley  also  set  forth  a  spiritualistic  pluralism,  the 
world  being  composed  of  the  Infinite  Spirit,  God,  and  the 
finite  spirits,  with  their  perceptions.  The  material  world 
exists  solely  in  the  consciousness  of  God  and  the  finite 
spirits.^ 

Dualistic  pluralism,  after  what  has  thus  far  been  said,    Duaiistic 
need  be  only  mentioned.     Among  the  dualistic  pluralists  -P'"''"^**'"- 
should   be   named   Descartes,   the   Cartesians,  and  John 
Locke. 

Singularism^  or  pantheism  tends    to    break   down    all 

1  For  Leibniz'  Monadology,  cf.  Weber,  History  of  Philosophy,  Section 
56.  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  Leibniz'  Monadology,  cf.  Zeller,  Geschichte 
der  deutschen  Philosophie  seit  Leibniz,  2d  ed.,  Munich,  1875  ;  Erdmann, 
Versuch  einer  wissenschaftlichen  Darstellung  der  neueren  Philosophie,  6 
vols.,  Riga  and  Leipzig,  1834-53  ;  and  especially  the  3d  volume  in  Kuno 
Fischer's  Geschichte  der  neueren  Philosophie,  4th  ed.,  Heidelberg,  1902. 

2  Among  recent  writers  we  may  refer  especially  to  Wilhelm  Wundt 
(1832-)  as  a  Pluralist  (Spiritualistic).  For  Wundt's  views,  cf.  his  System 
der  Philosophie,  2d  ed.,  Leipzig,  1897.  For  a  brief  resume  of  Wundt's 
philosophy,  cf .  Uberweg-Heinze,  Grundriss  der  Geschichte  der  Philosophie, 
8th  ed.,  Teil  3,  Bd.  2,  S.  267-273. 

*  Parallel  Beading :  Paulsen,  Introduction,  pp.  232-243  ;  Weber,  His- 
tory of  Philosophy,  pp.  325-334. 
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(6)  Singu- 
larism. 
It  denies  an 
absolute 
individual- 
ity to  tliiiiiTS. 


Its  extreme 
lonn. 


distinctions  that  would  give  any  part  of  the  universe 
individuality.  All  parts  are  but  sides  of  one  great  all- 
inclusive  whole.  An  individual  object,  person,  or  event 
is  but  a  momentary  state  of  the  universe ;  and  we  may 
go  even  as  far  as  to  deny  the  existence  of  individuals 
altogether. 

In  one  sense,  all  that  regard  the  universe  as  a  har- 
monious whole,  as  being  obedient  to  some  universal  law 
or  order,  all  these  are  singularists.  Thus  the  distinction 
between  the  singularism,  that  does  not  deny  the  existence 
of  the  individual  in  some  sense,  and  pluralism  is  not  a 
sharp  one,  but  the  one  theory  merges  gradually  into  the 
other.  The  only  sharply  opposing  theories  would  be 
those  that  altogether  deny  the  existence  of  the  individual 
and  those  that  deny  all  unity  to  the  universe,  or  rather 
assert  the  existence  of  many  absolutely  non-related  or 
independent  worlds.  This  latter  theory,  however,  seems 
too  audacious  to  be  held  by  any  one. 

The  extreme  form  of  singularism,  as  said,  denies  the 
existence  of  the  individual  altogether,  and  regards  what 
we  call  the  manifoldness  of  the  world  as  illusion.  It  is 
perhaps  best  represented  in  Indian  philosophy.  West- 
ern thought  has,  however,  had  its  extreme  singularists, 
namely,  the  Eleatics.  Being  is  for  them  absolutely 
one.  The  world  of  change  or  of  individuality  is  illu- 
sion. But,  strictly  speaking,  Heraclitus  should  be 
counted  among  these  same  singularists.  A  world  in 
constant  flux  is  a  world  just  as  little  admitting  the 
possibility  of  individuals  as  the  world  of  the  Eleatics. 
Where  there  is  no  permanency  there  is  no  thing  distinct 
from  other  things ;  there  is  nothing  but  the  whole. 
Where  all  is  change  there  is  but  the  change.  This 
extreme  form  of  singularism,  however,  is  due  to  diffi- 
culties that  belong  to  early  and  jDrimitive  thought,  and 
that  modern  philosophy  has  practically  discarded. 

To  pass  on  to  forms  of  singularism  that  have  seriously 
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tried  to  solve  the  problem :  What  is  the  individual,  and  its  expiana- 
w^hat  is  his  relation  to  the  whole?  The  question,  we  may  [nj"v*iduai. 
say,  has  been  ansvi^ered  in  two  ways.  The  older  way  is 
that  of  the  Neo-Platonists,  where  the  individual  is  re- 
garded as  an  emanation  from  the  fundamental  source  of 
the  universe  like  the  light  sent  out  in  all  directions  by 
tlie  sun.  As  the  light  recedes  farther  and  farther  from  its 
source,  it  approaches  nearer  and  nearer  to  darkness,  till 
finally  it  becomes  infinitesimal,  or  altogether  darkness. 
As  these  rays  of  light  are  emanations  from  the  source 
of  the  light,  the  sun,  so  is  the  individual  an  emanation 
from  the  All  in  All,  the  Central  Source  of  all  things, 
or  God. 

The  later  forms  of  singularism  explain  the  individual 
as  a  modification  of  God,  the  Ground  of  the  Universe,  or 
as  a  stage  in  his  development. 

The  great  singularistic  systems  in  modern  philosophy 
are  those  of  Spinoza,  Fichte,  Schelling,  Hegel,  and 
Schopenhauer.  For  Spinoza  the  individual  things  mak- 
ing up  the  w-orld  and  its  order  are  modifications  of  the 
absolute.  They  follow  necessarily  from  God's  nature, 
or  essence,  just  as  it  follows  from  the  nature  of  a  tri- 
angle that  the  sum  of  its  angles  is  equal  to  two  right 
angles.  The  question  is  how  we  are  to  regard  the  or- 
der of  things  relatively  to  the  time  of  their  appearance. 
That  these  so-called  individuals  come  and  go  Spinoza 
does  not  deny.  Yet  their  relation  to  the  ens  absolute 
infinitum^  or  God,  seems  not  to  be  that  of  different  stages 
of  his  evolution.  The  only  solution  of  this  question  we 
get  from  Spinoza  is  that  the  w^orld-process  is  not  related 
to  God  temporally,  but  follows  from  his  nature  as  an 
eternal  verity  irrespective  of  time.  Spinoza  seems,  then, 
not  to  believe  in  the  evolution  of  God. 

Hence  we  may  say  that  the  doctrine  of  the  evolution  of 
the  absolute  with  its  corollary,  the  individual,  is  a  stage  in 
that  development,  is  a  third  singularistic  theory.     It  is 
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the  one  which  has  been  widely  held  in  the  nineteenth  cen- 
tury and  whose  leading  representatives  are  to  be  found 
among  the  Hegelians. 

But  let  us  turn  now  from  our  historical  epitome  to  a 
critical  discussion  of  the  two  chief  theories  of  the  world- 
order,  —  pluralism  and  singularism. 


CHAPTER   XXVII 


PLURALISM 


We  have  already  seen  that  popular  opinion,  and  with  Cosmology 

it  the  more  primitive  views  of  the  world,  is  pluralistic,  contradict 

Pluralism  has  thus  always  had  natural  thought  and  tra-  theethico- 

dition  on  its  side.     Besides  these,  there  have  been  two  couscious- 

other  forces  of  equal  strength,  — the  moral  and  the  re-  nessofman, 

...  mi  1  <•    1       1  ,  l^"t  this 

ligious.      Ihese   latter  are  so  powerful  that  any  theory  does  not 
of  the  world  that  hopes  to  stand  must  be  brought  into  Pf*^'^®, . 

'■  o  pluralism. 

harmony  with  them.  Hence,  the  demands  of  the  moral 
and  the  religious  consciousness  of  man  must  be  listened 
to  and  must  be  satisfied.  However,  there  is  more  than 
one  way  of  satisfying  such  demands.  We  may  surrender 
our  singularism  and  accept  the  pluralistic  doctrine  in 
full;  or  we  may  join  hands  with  the  singularist  and  agree 
to  seek  back  of  the  points  in  controversy  for  some  deeper 
truth  that  will  enable  us  to  become  reconciled  with  plu- 
ralism by  showing  our  theories  to  be  not  really,  but  only 
apparently,  in  conflict.  Of  the  two,  the  latter  has  been 
the  course  in  the  controversy  over  cosmology,  for  both 
parties  were  too  strong  for  either  to  give  up  the  fight 
ignominiously  and  to  confess  that  it  was  wholly  in  the 
wrong. 

Let  us  learn  their  controversy  more  in  detail.     If  a  it  is  true 
man  is  a  moral  agent,  he  must  be  accountable  for  his  ^i„^^ 
acts;  therefore  his  acts  must  be  his,  and  not  forced  on  morality 
him  from  without.     He  must  be  free  and  independent,   substantial 
His  body,  it  is  true,   belongs   to  the  world  of  physical  "^^^epen- 
things  and  obeys  the  laws  of  motion ;  but  his  soul  is  free. 
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will :  but       It   iiKiki's  its  (uvii   laws;  that  is,   it  decides  for  itself  in 
thisweaiM-    ^   U'lii^i  iiaitial  independence  of  the  forces  actins^  from 

not  HllDUt.  i  ^  ° 

However,  a      witllOUt. 

t'imi'mav'he  ^^^^  there  might  be  two  kinds  of  forces  acting  from 
still  (.iniui.  without.  There  might  be,  first,  the  agent  or  agents 
tin-ough  whose  activity  the  soul  came  into  being.  That 
is,  the  soul  might  be  so  formed  that  although  it  led  a 
life  of  complete  independence,  this  life  might  still  be 
dictated  by  the  agent  that  created  it.  It  might  be  pre- 
destined to  walk  in  the  very  paths  its  will  afterward 
seemed  to  choose  freely.  Ordinarily  this  view  has  taken 
either  the  religious  form,  that  God  in  creating  the  soul 
predestined  it  to  a  definite  life,  or  a  biological  form,  in 
the  doctrine  of  mental  and  cerebral  heredity. 

Secondly,  the  forces  determining  the  action  of  the  soul 
may  come  directly  from  without.  Such  are  the  forces  with 
which  we  are  acquainted  in  psychology.  The  influence 
of  environment  upon  the  life  of  each  human  being,  as 
well  as  the  complete  uniformity  between  cerebral  activ- 
ity and  consciousness,  give  evidence  that  human  conduct 
does  not  present  an  essentially  different  problem  for  our 
powers  of  prediction  from  those  presented  by  any  other 
events  in  nature. 

Man's  moral  responsibility  is  no  doubt  a  principle  that 
will  have  to  be  maintained  against  all  odds;  but  we  have 
already  shown  reasons  why.  it  cannot  be  maintained  by 
denying  that  an  act  of  the  mind  is  subject  to  the  same 
laws  of  uniformity  that  work  in  nature  and,  admittedly, 
also  in  many  of  the  mental  processes,  especially  those  of 
the  intellect.  Further,  we  believe  that  there  is  a  valid 
argument  against  pluralism,  to  be  brought  forward  later, 
which  will  force  us  to  seek  some  deeper  principle  of 
reconciliation  between  singularism  and  the  moral  order 
than  even  cosmology  can  find.  However,  the  theological 
cosmology  dictated  in  part  by  the  religious  consciousness 
cannot  be  dismissed  so  abruptly. 
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Theism  ^  maintains  the  existence  of  an  infinite  eternal  still  theism 
Being:  outside  of  the  world,  to  which  the  latter  owes  its   (p'"!"^^^'*"") 

o     _  '  _  deserves  a 

being,   its  nature,  and  the  laws  of  its  governance.     To  hearing, 
avoid  making  the  world  only  a  manifestation  of  God, 
and   thus    making  God  the  only  true  substance,  theism 
is  forced  to  give  to  the  world  a  real  existence  outside 
of  God. 

The  popular  form  of  this  theory  has  been  the  following:  Popular 
Some  time  in  the  course  of  past  ages,  God,  by  a  divine  '^"^'^^s™- 
fiat,  brought  our  cosmos  into  being.  Its  creation  was 
out  of  nothing  or,  in  the  more  primitive  theory,  was  an 
ordering  of  a  chaos  or  even  a  giving  birth  to  the  world. 
Then,  too,  God  is  represented  as  breaking  into  the  order 
of  nature  from  without  and,  either  through  miracles  or 
in  a  less  noticeable  way,  as  providentially  guiding  the 
course  of  events.  The  relationship  between  God  and 
the  world  is  supposed  to  be  close,  and  his  direct  inter- 
ference with  the  world-process  frequent. 

Many  forces  have  been  at  work  to  set  aside  this  semi-  The  disinte- 
mythological  popular  cosmology.     As  the  conception  of  fiifs*!^^ew  of 
God  has  become  less  and  less  primitive,  as  God  ceases  to  the  world  in 
be  a  mere  human  being  with  tremendous  intellect  and  thought, 
power,  and  becomes  idealized  into  the  omniscient,  omnip- 
otent, eternal,    infinite    Being,  he    becomes    farther   and 
farther  separated  from  the  world-order  and  its  individual 
events.     There  is  no  need,  or  at  least  less  and  less  need, 
for  the  infinite  divine  foresight  to  interfere  in  the  mech- 
anism of  its  first  creation.     The  very  perfection  of  God's 
work  drives  us  to  conclude  one  of  two  things:  either  that 
God  once  and  for  all  created  and  started  the  world  on  its 
career, 2  or  else  that  every  event,  to  the  minutest  vibra- 
tion of  an  infinitesimal  atom,  is  his  direct  creative  act. 
Either  God  lives  apart  from  the  world,  never  interfering 

1  As  a  theory  of  creation  we  are  not  here  concerned  with  it,  but  must 
reserve  that  part  of  the  discussion  for  cosmogony. 

2  The  view  of  deism  in  the  eighteenth  century. 
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ill  its  process,  or  else  he  is  the  direct  cause  of  every 
change  that  takes  place  within  it. 

But  other  forces  besides  a  growing  idealization  of  God 
have  been  at  work.  The  world  to  us  moderns  is  no 
longer  the  spatially  finite  world  of  the  Middle  Ages. 
Its  infinite  expanse  makes  God  an  impossible  co-dweller 
in  space.  Space  no  longer  seems  to  us  his  proper 
dwelling-place,  for  to  be  in  space  would  seem  to  us  now 
to  be  part  of  the  world.  Then,  too,  as  geology  and 
astronomy  have  pushed  back  the  origin  of  the  earth  and 
the  solar  system  by  enormous  periods  of  time,  we  realize 
more  vividly  not  only  the  age  of  our  present  solar  and 
sidereal  S3'stems,  but  also  the  impossibility  of  placing  a 
beginning  for  nature's  process  in  time.  Again,  science 
has  taken  one  after  another  of  the  supposed  needs  for 
divine  interference  into  nature's  course  and  thrown  them 
aside.  Man's  creation,  or  that  of  any  other  species,  is 
to-day  essentially  no  more  wonderful  than  any  other 
occurrence.  The  Darwinian  theory  brought  life  and  the 
origin  of  its  forms  under  the  same  scientific  categories 
as  other  facts  of  nature.  The  ultimate  origin  of  life, 
though  unknown  even  to-day,  is  still  no  longer  a  problem 
too  great  for  science  to  wrestle  with.  In  the  same  way, 
the  nebular  hypothesis  of  Kant  and  Laplace  and  Newton's 
law  of  gravitation  have  put  the  problem  of  the  origin  of 
our  solar  and  sidereal  systems  with  the  same  class. 

Thus  the  advance  of  science,  from  the  time  of  the  new 
astronomy  in  the  days  of  the  Renascence  down  to  that 
of  the  higher  criticism  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments 
to-day,  has  been  rapidly  transferring  eveiy  seemingly 
anomalous  phenomenon  into  the  class  of  ordinary  events. 

Let  no  one  draw  the  conclusion  that  this  makes  the 
world  deserve  less  our  reverence  and  our  intellectual 
wonder.  The  miraculous  and  the  semi-miraculous  in  the 
older  conceptions  seem  to  us  to-day  thrown  out  of  court, 
not  because  they  are  of  divine  origin,  but  because  they 
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are  anomalous.  If  you  will,  the  universe  as  a  whole  and 
every  event  in  it  is  miraculous;  but  anomalous  events 
science  will  have  none  of.  If  you  grant  that  there  is  a 
science  of  the  physical  phenomena  in  a  game  of  billiards, 
you  must  grant  science  permission  to  explain  every  event 
in  the  whole  range  of  eternity. 

Such  changes  in  the  thoughts  of  men  have  necessitated  This 
a  far  different  theistic  cosmology  from  that  which  was  held  ^on'of^'^*' 
of  old.     God's  relationship  to  the  individual  event  now  Theism 
becomes    either  indefinitely  remote  or  indefinitely  near,    to^theism'^ 
The  one  way  leads  toward  an  atheistic  cosmology,  the  other  ^^  *» 
toward  a  pantheistic.     If  we  make  God  more  and  more  and  the  real 
remote,  there  is  no  stopping-place  on  this  side  of  infinity  PP^^^"'  °^ 
where  he  will  be  remote  enough.     To  make  him  infi-  must  be  left 
nitely  remote   is  simply  to  make   him  absolutely  extra- 
mundane;    and  that  means  to  declare  that  the  world  is 
absolutely  independent  of  him ;  and  that,  in  turn,  means 
to  remove  every  rational  demand  for  his  existence ;  and 
this,   finally,   is  to  deny  that  existence.     To  put  God's 
relation  to  the  world  before  all  time,  is  to  put  it  at  no 
time  whatever. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  we  bring  God  nearer  and  nearer 
to  each  individual  event,  how  can  we  regard  that  event 
as  anything  but  a  manifestation  of  him  ?  What  part  can 
any  tertium  quid,  any  second  substance,  play?  If  we 
draw  God  nearer,  there  is  again  no  stopping-place  on  this 
side  of  the  infinitesimal;  and  that  means  that  we  must 
identify  God  and  the  substance  of  each  of  the  world's 
manifestations.  A  second  substance  other  than  God 
would  be  like  the  God  infinitely  removed  from  the 
world.  Its  part  would  be  taken  from  it;  the  rational 
demand  for  its  existence  would  be  gone ;  and  we  should 
be  forced  to  deny  its  existence  and  make  God  the  one 
eternal,  infinite  substance  beneath  all  the  world's  mani- 
festations. 

Thus,  if   we  use  the  word  "theism"  in  this  sense,  a 
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The  real 
problem  of 
Cosmology 
is  the 

Problem  of 
Change. 
Dialectic 
seems  to 
force  us  to 
find  in 
change  a 
contradic- 
tion of 
being. 
Hence  the 
possibility 
of  change 
arises  as  a 
problem. 


theistic  cosmologj'  is  no  longer  a  serious  contestant  for 
recofrnition.  However,  the  religious  consciousness  that 
has  been  its  chief  supporter  cannot  be  ignored.  The 
human  reason  has  the  demands  of  this  consciousness  to 
reckon  with,  and  dares  not  forget  them.  But  the 
trouble  has  been  that  the  demands  of  the  religious  con- 
sciousness sought  their  satisfaction  in  the  field  of  cos- 
mology; whereas  a  deeper  theory  than  cosmology  must 
take  them  up  and  give  us  a  view  of  the  world  wherein 
the  ultimate  demands  of  religion  are  both  heard  and  re- 
spected, and  the  ne^v  cosmology  is  reconciled  with  the 
old  religion.  In  setting  aside  the  latter  at  this  point, 
we  do  so  only  temporarily;  but  we  do  so  with  the  dis- 
tinct purpose  of  freeing  cosmology  from  the  religious 
problem. 

But  what  problem  is  of  right  at  the  basis  of  cosmology  ? 
Without  hesitation  we  can  answer,  The  problem  of 
change.     Let  us  see  what  this  answer  means. 

It  seerns  quite  commonplace  to  say,  "Whatever  is,  is  "; 
but  when  we  ask  ourselves  what  we  mean  by  the  word 
"is,"  we  shall  find  that  we  have  unconsciously  come 
upon  a  very  serious  problem  indeed.  Thus,  we  might 
lengthen  out  our  truism  by  adding,  "A  thing  either  is 
or  is  not;  it  cannot  be  both,"  and  then  proceed  to  ask, 
how  about  something  that  is  changing  its  character?  Is 
it  not  first  one  thing  and  then  quite  a  different  thing? 
"Yes,"  you  reply,  "quite  true,  it  is  first  one  thing  and 
then  it  is  the  other  thing ;  but,  mark  well,  never  both  at 
once."  But  are  you  quite  sure  you  have  not  admitted 
this  very  point  that  you  deny  ?  If  something  is  white,  it 
must  be  so  for  some  length  of  time,  no  matter  how  short 
that  time  may  be ;  a  millionth  of  a  second  will  do  for  our 
purpose  as  well  as  a  thousand  years.  Afterward  it  is 
something  else.  How  long  a  time  intervenes  between 
the  instant  w^hen  X=a  and  when  X=b?  If  you  reply 
"some  time,"  then  JC during  that  interval  must  have  been 
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either  a  or  h  or  something  else,  n.  By  hypothesis  it  was 
not  a  or  6 ;  and  you  have  forced  us  to  ask  whether  there 
was  any  interval  of  time  between  X  being  a  and  K 
being  n.  If  you  say  "yes,"  again,  we  are  finally  forced 
to  have  you  tell  what  X  was  immediately  after  it  was  a. 
This  you  do.  X  in  ceasing  to  be  a  becomes  m.  If  now 
there  was  any  interval  between  a  and  w,  either  X  was, 
contrary  to  hypothesis,  something  else,  e.g.  q,  or  it  was 
notb.ing  at  all.  The  latter  conclusion  would  hardly  be 
acceptable,  so  we  seem  forced  to  conclude  that  no  inter- 
val of  time  intervenes  between  X=a  and  X=m.  But  if 
this  be  so,  if  no  time  intervened,  then  the  two  instants 
must  be  identical.  So  you  have  been  driven  to  say  X  is 
a  and  is  not  a,  namely,  m;  in  short,  something  is  and  is 
not  all  in  the  same  instant.^ 

Thus    it   is    that   change   seems   to    contradict   being.   This  is  one 
This  problem  is  an  old  one,  and  perhaps  we  had  better  probfemsof 
discuss  it  in  its  ancient  historical  setting  which  we  have  Greek 
already   sketched.      We   saw   that   in  the   days  of   early 
Greek  philosophy  three  distinct  groups  of  thinkers  took 

1  The  answer  to  this  difficulty  (as  we  shall  see  later)  is  :  we  never  refer 
by  the  term  'Ms"  ultimately  to  the  changing  element,  but  only  to  the 
permanent  or  abiding  element,  amid  the  changing.  If  we  call  a  horse 
white,  we  refer  to  some  element  in  his  existence  that  is  not  changing, 
though  he  himself  may  be  undergoing  many  other  changes,  e.g.  running, 
growing,  eating,  etc.  Thus,  whenever  we  interpret  this  changing  element, 
we  always  have  to  analyze  it  into  two  elements,  —  a  permanent  and  a 
changing.  The  permanent  element  we  refer  to  as  "being"  (it  consists 
really  of  a  law  of  change)  ;  the  other  we  can  ultimately  never  interpret 
except  to  coordinate  it  with  the  permanent.  This  ultimately  is  the  basis 
not  only  of  atomism,  but  of  all  knowledge.  Knowledge,  as  we  shall  see, 
always  seeks  for  the  permanent  amid  the  changing.  This,  then,  shows 
the  fallacy  of  a  skepticism  founded  on  the  argument  given  above.  The 
world  consists  of  two  elements,  —  the  permanent  and  the  changing. 
Pluralism  tries  to  explain  the  latter  ;  but  as  we  shall  see,  it  is  inexplicable, 
and  therefore  pluralism  fails.  Singularism  accepts  it  as  inexplicable 
except  as  it  may  be  coordinated  with  the  permanent ;  and  this  means  we 
never  interpret  change  as  such  but  only  its  laws — they  form  the  permanent, 
or  Being. 
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tlieir   turn    at   the  problem.     The  first  group  found  the 

difficulty  we  have  just  noted  in  assuming  that  anything 

that  is,  can  possibly  change;  and  they  were  bold  enough 

By  the  to  draw  and  maintain  the  conclusion  that  whatever  is, 

Eieatics         ^j^^^^g  jj,-,|.  t-ii^inffe.     Since  whatever  is,  helps  to  make  up 

change  is  °  . 

dwiarwi  not  reality,  and  what  is  not  is  nothing  at  all,  and  therefore 
^fn '^^s  ^^^^^  outside  of  reality,  they  maintained  that  reality  is 
changeless,     eternally  the  same,  and  that  change  is  a  mere  delusion. 

These  philosophers  were  called  Eieatics,  and  their  chief 

representative  was  one  Parmenides.^ 

1  His  views  on  this  problem  are  given  in  Weber's  History  of 
Philosophy  as  follows  :  — 

"Starting  out  with  the  idea  of  being,  he  proves  that  that  which  is 
cannot  have  become  what  it  is,  nor  can  it  cease  to  be,  nor  become 
something  else  ;  for  if  being  has  begun  to  exist,  it  has  come  either  from 
being  or  non-being.  Now,  in  the  former  case,  it  is  its  own  product,  it  has 
created  itself,  which  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  it  has  not  originated,  — 
that  it  is  eternal.  The  latter  case  supposes  that  something  can  come  from 
nothing,  which  is  absurd.  For  the  same  reasons,  that  which  exists  can 
neither  change  nor  perish,  for  in  death  it  would  pass  either  into  being  or 
into  non-being.  If  being  is  changed  into  being,  then  it  does  not  change ; 
and  to  assume  that  it  becomes  nothing  is  as  impossible  as  to  make  it  come 
from  nothing.  Consequently  being  is  eternal.  It  is,  moreover,  immovable ; 
for  it  could  move  only  in  space  ;  now  space  is  or  is  not ;  if  space  is,  it  is 
identical  with  being,  and  to  say  of  being  that  it  is  moved  in  space  is  to 
say  that  being  is  moved  in  being,  which  means  that  it  is  at  rest.  If  space 
is  nothing,  there  cannot  be  any  movement  either,  for  movement  is 
possible  only  in  space.  Hence,  movement  cannot  be  conceived  in  any  way, 
and  is  but  an  appearance.  Being  is  a  continuous  and  indivisible  whole. 
There  is  no  void  anywhere.  There  is  no  break  between  being  and  being ; 
consequently  these  are  no  atoms.  Let  us  suppose,  for  the  sake  of  argument, 
that  there  existed  a  void,  a  break  between  the  assumed  parts  of  the 
universe.  If  this  interval  is  something  real,  it  is  what  being  is,  it 
continues  being,  instead  of  interrupting  it ;  it  unites  the  bodies  instead  of 
dividing  them  into  parts.  If  the  void  does  not  exist,  then  it  can  no  longer 
divide  them.  There  is  then  no  interval  between  being  and  being,  and 
all  beings  constitute  but  one  single  being.  Being  (the  universe)  is  absolute 
and  self-sufficient ;  it  has  neither  desires  nor  wants  nor  feelings  of  any 
kind.  If  it  were  relative,  it  could  depend  only  on  that  which  is  or  that 
■which  is  not.  If  being  depends  on  being,  it  depends  upon  itself  or  is 
independent ;  if  it  depends  on  that  which  does  not  exist,  it  is  still  inde- 
pendent, which  excludes  from  it  all  desire,  all  need,  all  feeling.     When 
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Opposed  to  this  conclusion  was  one  equally  extreme, 
taught  by  lleraclitus  of  Ephesus.  The  fact  of  change  is 
undeniable.  If  we  must  give  up  either  being  or  change, 
it  must  be  the  former,  not  the  latter.  In  short,  change  is 
everything.  1 

The  third  group  made  a  number  of  attempts  to  solve 
the  dilemma  reached  by  the  foregoing  doctrines.  Its 
chief  members  were  the  atomists  Leucippus  and  Democ- 
ritus.  This  third  group  is  made  up  of  the  first  philo- 
sophic pluralists ;  and  their  attempt  to  solve  our  problem 
marks  the  origin  of  this  cosmological  theory.  However, 
the  atomic  theory  is  only  one  of  two  great  types  of  plural- 
ism. The  one  denies  all  change  within  the  atom,  the 
other  teaches  that  change  does  take  place  there.  Let  us 
consider  first  the  former,  or  atomism. 

According  to  the  atomists,  both  Parmenides  and  Hera- 
clitus  were  right.  As  the  former  maintained,  "Being" 
is  unchangeable ;  yet  at  the  same  time  change  does  take 
place.  If  the  existent,  or  "Being,"  is  permanent,  then 
change  cannot  be  a  modification  of  "Being";  it  must  be 


According  to 
Heraclitus 
all  is  change. 


The  attempt 
of  Pluralism 
to  solve  the 
deadlock. 


Two  types  of 
Pluralism. 


a.  Atomism. 


one  is  everything,  one  has  no  desires.  Finally,  being  is  one  ;  for  a  second 
being  or  a  third  being  would  be  but  a  continuation  of  it,  that  is,  itself. 
Hence,  to  sum  up  :  Being  can  only  be  conceived  as  eternal,  Immutable, 
immovable,  continuous,  indivisible,  infinite,  unique.  There  is  for  the 
thinker  but  one  single  being,  the  All-One,  in  whom  all  individual  differ- 
ences are  merged.  The  being  that  thinks  and  the  being  that  is  thought 
are  the  same  thing." 
1  Heraclitus'  position,  in  the  words  of  Professor  Weber,  is  the  following:  — 
"  Universal  life  is  an  endless  alternation  of  creation  and  destruction  —  a 
game  which  Jupiter  plays  with  himself.  Rest,  standstill,  in  a  word,  being, 
is  an  illusion  of  the  senses.  It  is  not  possible  to  descend  twice  into 
the  same  stream  ;  nay,  it  is  not  even  possible  to  descend  into  it  at 
once  ;  we  are  and  we  are  not  in  it ;  we  make  up  our  minds  to  plunge  into 
the  waves,  and,  behold  !  they  are  already  far  away  from  us.  In  the 
eternal  whirl,  the  nothing  constantly  changes  into  being,  and  being  is 
incessantly  swallowed  up  in  nothingness.  Since  non-being  produces 
being,  and  vice  versa,  being  and  non-being,  life  and  death,  origin  and 
decay,  are  the  same.  If  they  were  not,  they  could  not  be  transformed 
into  each  other." 
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explained  otherwise.  But  what  other  explanation  is 
possible?  'JMiere  is  but  one  answer.  "  Being  "  must  be 
niaile  up  of  individual  "Beings,"  and  change  must  be  an 
alteration  of  the  relations  between  these  individual 
"Beings,"  but  not  an  alteration  of  the  "Beings"  them- 
selves. In  the  teaching  of  Democritus  "Being"  is 
divided  "into  an  infinite  number  of  infinitely  small 
molecules,  which  come  together  and  separate.  In  that 
way  bodies  are  formed  and  destroyed.  These  molecules 
are  infinite  in  number  and  indivisible,  without,  however, 
being  mathematical  points,  for  an  unexteuded  thing 
would  be  nothing.  They  are  identical  in  chemical 
quality,  but  differ  in  size  and  form.  They  are  endowed 
with  perpetual  motion,  which  they  do  not  receive  from 
a  transcendent  principle,  but  which  belongs  to  their 
essence."  These  atoms  exist  in  empty  space,  and  all 
change  consists  in  an  alteration  of  their  relative  positions, 
not  in  a  change  within  the  atoms  themselves. 
But  Does  his  theory  truly  solve  the  problem  of  change?     It 

^uT  uite  to  certainly  does  not.     True,  change  does  not   take   place 
explain  within  the  atoms ;  but  none  the  less  change  takes  place. 

°se-  Where?     Within    reality,    if   not  within  the   atom.     If 

this  be  not  true,  then  change  is  denied  entirely  and  we 
have  the  doctrine  of  Parmenides  again.  Forced,  then,  to 
admit  that  change  takes  place,  the  atomists  are  equally 
forced  to  attribute  that  change  to  the  world.  In  short, 
the  world  in  its  totality  contains  change,  therefore  we 
have  to  explain  it,  and  atomism  has  failed  to  do  so. 
Atomism  has  simply  pushed  change  out  of  one  j^art  of 
reality  into  another,  namely,  space;  but  space  and  the 
possibility  of  change  within  it  are  left  unsolved  mysteries. 
Thus  pluralists  of  this  type  solve  the  problem  of  change 
only  by  pushing  change  itself  into  a  corner,  and  by  trying 
to  cover  it  up ;  but  all  the  time  they  are  surreptitiously 
keeping  the  unsolved  mystery  conveniently  at  hand. 
But  there  is  another  great  type  of  pluralism.     Let  us 
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see  whether  its  attempt  to  explain  change  is  any  more  b.  Mona- 
successful.  This  second  type  is  that  developed  in  the  ^  ^^' 
celebrated  "monadology"  of  Leibniz.  It  admits  the 
existence  of  change  within  each  ultimate  entity,  or 
monad.  The  monads  are  absolutely  simple,  indivisible 
entities  that  "may  be  compared  to  physical  points  or  to 
mathematical  points ;  but  they  differ  from  the  former  in 
that  they  have  no  extension,  and  from  the  latter  in  that 
they  are  objective  realities  "  (really  existing  entities). 
Each  one  of  these  monads  is  a  self-acting  entity ;  in  fact, 
all  its  activities,  according  to  Leibniz,  come  from  it 
alone.  It  is  never  acted  upon  from  without.  However 
this  may  be,  the  important  point  for  us  is  that  the  mona- 
dology puts  change  within  each  entity,  no  matter  how  the 
change  gets  there.     What  is  the  consequence  ? 

Surely  this  theory  does  not  explain  change  through  its  This,  too, 
pluralism ;  for  it  puts  change  within  the  individual  entity,    to  expia\n 
and  change  there  demands  as  much  explanation  as  any-  change, 
where  else.     Did  we  attempt,  as  followers  of  such  a  doc- 
trine,  to  explain  change,  we  should  have  to  take  each 
monad  and  analyze  it  (contrary  to  hypothesis)  into  simple 
entities,    and  so  go  back  to   the   old  atomism  with  its 
changeless  entities.     But  this,  as  we  have  seen,  would 
help  us  in  no  way  whatever. 

Thus  neither  form  of  pluralism  helps  in  the  slightest 
degree  to  explain  change  as  such.  Both  forms  assume  its 
existence.  The  one  assumes  it  within  the  world  at  large, 
the  other  within  the  atom,  or  monad;  but  neither  in  any 
way  explains  it.  As  an  explanation  of  change  pluralism 
is  a  failure. 

But   there    is   another   question   that   pluralism    must  A  second 
answer  concerning  change,  besides  that  of  its   explana-  changTthat 
tion.     If  the  world  is  made  up  of  a  plurality  of  indi-  Pluralism 

tries  to 

vidual  entities,  how  are  we  to  explain  the  cosmos  ?     The  explain  is 
atoms  seem  to  obey  one  another ;  one  seems  to  act  upon  t^^®  i"^*^"^- 

•  1  1         T  •  (•    •  •  action,  or 

another  and  cause  it  to  alter  the  direction  oi  its  motion. 


1^4(3 
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intorm'tioii, 
things. 


i.   Occa- 
sionalism 
and  the 
preestab- 
lished  har- 
mony. They 
both  leave 
the  problem 
onsolved. 


In  this  way  Democritus  explains  how  change  takes  pLace 
in  the  huge  bodies  that  make  up  our  sensible  world. 
Did  each  atom  lead  a  life  absolutely  by  itself,  if  it  moved 
and  never  affected  in  any  way  the  motion  of  another 
atom,  we  should  have  not  one  great  world,  with  its  won- 
derful order  and  harmony,  but  as  many  worlds  as  there 
are  atoms.  But  one  fact  that  every  sane  mind  is  obliged 
to  admit  is  at  least  the  seeming  interaction  of  different 
things.  Sunshine  makes  the  plant  grow.  The  fire  makes 
the  ice  melt.  One  billiard  ball  sets  the  other  in  motion. 
The  spark  explodes  the  gunpowder.  Food  makes  us 
grow.  Good  blood  improves  our  mental  powers.  Our 
second  problem,  then,  is  this:  How  do  you  account  for 
this  seeming  change  that  one  atom,  or  ultimate  entity,  is 
able  to  produce  within  another  entity? 

There  are  but  two  possible  answers  for  pluralists  to 
make,  and  in  fact  they  have  made  both.  They  can  admit 
that  one  ultimate  entity  does  produce  changes  elsewhere 
in  the  world  than  in  itself,  or  they  can  deny  this. 

Let  us  consider  what  follows  when  they  deny  it.  You 
deny  that  one  monad,  or  atom,  acts  in  any  way  upon 
another.  How  then,  we  ask,  do  you  account  for  the 
order  and  uniformity  in  the  activities  of  different  enti- 
ties, and  the  general  appearance  of  interaction?  There 
are  just  two  ways  open  to  you.  You  can  say  that  the 
seeming  interaction,  or  uniformity,  is  due  to  mere  chance. 
Good.  Do  so.  What  is  the  result?  You  have  simply 
admitted  that  it  is  inexplicable,  for  that  is  all  chance 
means.  If  it  is  a  matter  of  chance,  or  inexplicable,  then 
your  theory  is  no  better  than  any  other  theory  as  far  as 
this  problem  is  concerned.  In  short,  it  is  a  self-admission 
of  failure,  for  it  tells  us  that  pluralism  throws  no  light 
on  our  problem  whatsoever. 

But  now  suppose  that  you  do  not  attribute  the  seeming 
order  of  the  world  to  mere  chance,  but  admit  that  it  de- 
mands an  explanation.     You  deny  interaction,  but  you 
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admit  that  there  must  be  a  principle  somewhere  to 
explain  the  uniformity.  This  principle  cannot  be  the 
atoms,  or  monads,  themselves.  It  is  God.  Then  we 
are  to  understand  that  the  uniformity,  or  order,  of  the 
cosmos  is  the  work  of  God,  and  that  therefore  its  prin- 
ciple does  not  lie  in  the  world,  but  in  an  extra-mundane 
being.  God  may  bring  about  this  harmony,  or  world- 
order,  by  constant  interference,  namely,  by  the  constant 
interposition  of  the  creative  act  (occasionalism) ;  or  he 
may  have  so  ordered  each  monad  as  he  created  it  that  it 
would  act  to  all  eternity  in  conformity  with  the  acts  of 
all  other  monads  (the  preestablished  harmony).  But 
to  take  up  the  former  theory,  how  does  occasionalism 
explain  interaction?  Clearly,  it  assumes  it.  Between 
God  and  the  world  there  is  constant  interaction,  and  this 
interaction  is  left  quite  unexplained.  But  again,  does 
the  preestabished  harmony  explain  interaction  any  more 
than  does  occasionalism?  It  does  not.  On  the  contrary, 
it  merely  puts  the  whole  problem  back  at  the  time  of 
creation,  or  in  the  creation ;  in  short,  solves  one  m3^stery 
by  giving  another  unexplained  mystery,  or  by  a  sort  of 
metaphysical  sleight  of  hand.  You  explain  by  throwing 
us  suddenly  into  darkness  and  then  turning  on  the  light 
and  telling  us,  "See,  it  is  all  done."  That  is  no  ex- 
planation. You  take  change  out  of  the  world,  put  it  in 
God,  then  bring  it  back  again.  Why  all  this  ceremony? 
How  does  God  act  on  the  world  ?  That  is  the  question, 
and  you  leave  it  unanswered;  and  it  is  the  very  same 
question,  twist  it  as  you  will,  How  does  one  entity  act 
upon  another? 

Thus,  both  attempts  to  deal  with  interaction  as  non- 
existent are  complete  failures.  They  explain  nothing, 
and  therefore  give  us  no  justification  for  pluralism  as  an 
explanation  of  change. 

Let  us  now  return  to  the  former  pluralistic  hypothesis 
which  admits  interaction.     Let  us  see  whether  in  it  plu- 
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ralism  Oiin  in  truth  e.\i)l;iin  how  one  entity  acts  upon  an- 
otluT.     The  noted  (Tfiinan  philoso])her,  Hermann  Lotze, 
ii.  The  deals  this  type  of  pluralism  a  fatal  blow.     Let  us  listen  to 

Sr;^cUon.    tlie  words  c;f  his  xMetaphysics. 

"The  transfer  of  an  injiuence,  £,  is  the  process  by 
Loue  shows  which  according  to  the  common  view  it  is  sought  to 
the^irv  Hke-  ^>^phiin  the  excitement  of  Things,  previously  unaffected 
wise  pre-        by  each  Other,  to  the  exercise  of  their  active  force ;  and 

8upr>oses  the      ,'  n  .         ,     .  •  i     i 

verything it  the  proccss  IS  generally  conceived  in  a  one-sided  way  as 
claims  to  ;^jj  emanation  proceeding  from  an  active  Being  only,  and 
directed  upon  a  passive  Being.  That  this  representation 
only  serves  to  indicate  the  fact  of  which  an  explanation 
is  sought,  becomes  at  once  apparent  if  we  attempt  to  define 
the  proper  meaning  and  nature  of  that  to  which,  under 
the  figurative  name  of  influence,  we  ascribe  that  transi- 
tion from  the  one  Being  to  the  other.  Only  one  sup- 
position would  make  the  matter  perfectl}^  clear;  the 
supposition,  namely,  that  this  U  which  makes  the  transi- 
tion is  a  Thing,  capable  of  independent  reality,  Avhich 
detaches  itself  from  its  former  connection  with  A,  and 
enters  into  a  similar  or  different  connection  with  some- 
thing else,  B.  But  precisely  in  this  case,  unless  some- 
thing further  supervened,  there  would  be  no  implication 
of  that  action  of  one  thing  on  another,  which  it  is  sought 
to  render  intelligible.  If  a  moist  body.  A,  becoming  dry 
itself,  makes  a  dry  body,  B,  moist,  it  is  the  palpable 
water,  £,  which  here  effects  this  transition.  If,  how- 
ever, what  we  understood  by  moisture  was  merely  the 
presence  of  this  water,  at  the  end  of  the  transition 
neither  A  nor  B  would  have  undergone  a  change  of 
its  own  nature,  such  a  change  as  it  was  our  object  to 
bring  under  the  conception  of  an  effect  attained  by  an 
active  cause.  The  transition  itself  is  all  that  has  taken 
place. 

"True,  the  withdrawal  of  the  water  alters  the  drying 
body;  its  accession  alters  the  body  that  becomes  moist. 
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The  connection  between  the  minutest  jDarticles  changes  as 
the  liquid  forces  its  way  among  them.  As  they  are  forced 
asunder,  they  form  a  larger  volume  and  the  connection 
between  them  becomes  tougher,  while  the  drying  body 
becomes  more  brittle  as  it  shrinks  in  extent.  These  are 
effects  of  the  kind  which  we  Avish  to  understand,  but  the 
supposed  transition  of  the  water  does  not  suffice  for  their 
explanation.  After  the  water  has  reached  its  new  posi- 
tion in  the  second  body,  B,  the  question  arises  completely 
anew  what  the  influence  is  which,  so  placed,  it  is  able 
to  exercise — an  influence  such  that  the  constituents  of 
B  are  compelled  to  alter  their  relative  positions.  In  like 
manner  the  question  would  arise  how  the  removal  of  the 
water  from  A  could  become  for  this  body  a  reason  for  the 
reversal  of  its  properties.  This  illustration  will  be  found 
universally  applicable.  Wherever  an  element,  E,  capa- 
ble of  independent  motion,  passes  from  A  to  B^  —  thus  in 
all  cases  where  we  observe  what  can  properly  be  called  a 
causa  t7'ansiens,  —  there  universally  this  transition  is  only 
preliminary  to  the  action  of  one  body  on  another.  This 
action  follows  the  transition,  beginning  in  a  manner 
wholly  unexplained  only  when  the  transition  is  com- 
pleted. Nor  would  it  be  of  the  slightest  help  if,  follow- 
ing a  common  tendency  of  the  imagination,  we  tried  to 
sublimate  the  transeunt  element  into  something  more 
subtle  than  a  '  thing. '  Whatever  spiritual  entity  we 
might  suppose  to  radiate  from  A  to  B.,  at  the  end  of  its 
journey  it  would  indeed  be  in  B;  but  the  question  how, 
being  there,  it  might  begin  to  exert  its  action  upon 
constituents  different  from  it,  would  recur  wholly 
unanswered. 

"This  difficulty  suggests  the  next  transformation  of 
the  common  view.  Instead  of  the  causative  thing 
(Ursache),  Ave  suppose  a  force,  an  action,  or  a  state, 
E,  to  pass  from  A  to  B.  We  may  suppose  these  various 
expressions,  which  are  to  some  extent  ambiguous,  to  have 
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SO  far  a  clear  notion  attached  to  them,  that  the}'  denote 
something  else  than  a  thing.  They  thus  avoid  the  ques- 
tion how  the  thing  acts  on  other  things  after  its  transi- 
tion has  been  effected.  But  in  that  case  they  are  liable 
to  the  objection,  familiar  to  the  old  raetaphysic,  attributa 
noil  separantur  a  substantiis.  No  state,  JS,  can  so  far  de- 
tach itself  from  the  tiling,  A,  of  which  it  was  a  state,  as 
to  subsist  even  for  an  infinitesimal  moment  between  A 
and  B,  as  a  state  of  neither,  and  then  to  unite  itself  with 
B  in  order  to  become  its  state. 

"The  same  remark  would  apply  if  that  which  passed 
from  A  to  B  were  supposed,  by  a  change  of  expression, 
to  be  an  action,  and  thus  not  a  state,  but  an  event.  No 
event  could  detach  itself  from  the  J.,  in  change  of  which 
it  consists,  and  leave  this  A  unchanged  behind  it  in 
order  to  make  its  way  independently  to  B.  According 
to  this  conception  of  it,  so  far  as  it  is  a  possible  concep- 
tion at  all,  the  action  thus  supposed  to  transfer  itself 
would  simply  be  the  whole  process  of  efficient  causation 
which  it  is  the  problem  to  explain,  not  a  condition,  in 
itself  intelligible,  which  would  account  for  the  result 
being  brought  about. 

"And  after  all  these  inadmissible  representations  would 
not  even  bring  the  advantage  they  were  meant  to  bring. 
As  in  regard  to  the  transition  of  independent  causative 
things,  so  in  regard  to  the  transition  of  the  state,  or 
event,  B.,  from  A  to  B,  the  old  question  would  recur. 
Granting  that  JE  could  separate  itself  from  A,  what  gave 
it  its  direction  at  the  particular  moment  to  B^  rather 
than  to  C?  If  we  assume  that  A  has  given  it  this  direc- 
tion, we  presuppose  the  same  process  of  causative  action 
as  taking  place  between  A  and  B,  for  which  we  have  not 
yet  found  an  intelligible  account  as  taking  place  between 
A  and  B.  Nor  is  this  all.  Since  it  will  not  be  merely 
on  B  and  <7,  but  presumably  on  many  other  beings  that 
A  will  put  forth   its  activity,  we  shall  have  to  ask  the 


PLURALISM  251 

further  question,  wliat  it  is  that  at  a  given  moment  de- 
termines A  to  impart  to  U  the  direction  toward  B  and 
not  toward  C,  or  toward  O  and  not  toward  B.  An 
answer  to  this  question  could  only  be  found  in  the 
assumption  that  already  at  this  moment  A  is  subject  to 
some  action  of  B,  and  not  at  the  same  time  to  any  action 
of  (7,  and  that  there  thus  arises  in  it  the  counteraction, 
in  the  exercise  of  which  it  now  enjoins  upon  ^the  transi- 
tion to  B  and  not  to  C.  Thus  for  the  second  time  we 
should  have  to  presuppose  an  action  which  we  do  not 
understand  before  we  could  present  to  ourselves  so  much 
as  the  possibility  of  that  condition  which  is  no  more  than 
the  preliminary  to  a  determinate  action. 

"Finally,  it  is  important  to  realize  how  completely  im- 
possible is  the  innocent  assumption  that  the  transferred 
U  will  all  of  a  sudden  become  a  state  of  B^  when  once  it 
has  completed  its  journey  to  B.  Had  this  homeless  state 
once  arrived  at  the  metaphysical  place  which  B  occupies, 
it  would  indeed  be  there,  but  what  would  follow  from 
that?  Not  even  that  it  would  remain  there.  It  might 
continue  its  mysterious  journey  to  infinity  and,  as  it  was 
once  a  no-man's  state,  so  remain.  For  the  mere  purpose 
of  checking  it  in  its  course  we  must  make  the  yet  further 
supposition  of  an  arresting  action  of  B  upon  it.  And  given 
this  singular  notion,  it  would  still  be  a  long  way  to  the 
consequence  that  ^,  being  an  independent  state,  not  be- 
longing to  anything  in  particular,  should  not  only  somehow 
attach  itself  to  the  equally  independent  being,  B^  but 
should  become  a  state  of  this  B  itself,  an  affection  or  change 
of  B.  These  accumulated  difficulties  make  it  clear  that 
the  coming  to  pass  of  a  causative  action  can  never  be  ex- 
plained by  the  transfer  of  any  influence,  but  that  what  we 
call  such  a  transfer  is  nothing  but  a  designation  of  that 
which  has  taken  place  in  the  still  unexplained  process  of 
causation,  or  which  may  be  regarded  as  its  result."  ^ 

1  Lotze,  Metaphysics  (English  translation),  Vol.  I,  p.  134  ff. 
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Thus 
Fluraiism 
fails  quitf  to 
expluiii 
cbaii};e. 

Must  we 
thou  returu 
t«)  eitluT 
Parnn'iiiiles 
or  Heni- 
clitus  ? 
No,  for 
change  is 
a  fact,  and 
yet  all  is 
not  change. 


Tlius  tlic  iiliualiMu  whic'li  admits  interaction  as  well  as 
that  which  denies  it,  fails  to  explain  change.  From  be- 
ginning to  enil  it  assumes  the  very  principles  that  it  tries 
to  explain. 

\\'iiat  are  we  then  to  conclude?  Are  we  to  return  to 
one  uf  the  extreme  theories,  either  that  of  Parmenides,^ 
or  that  of  Heraclitus,  both  of  which  pluralism  sets  itself 
to  overcome  ?  Surely  not.  Against  Parmenides  we  must 
maintain  that  even  if  change  were  a  delusion  and  not  a 
reality,  we  in  no  way  escape  from  the  difficulty.  A 
delusion  at  the  least  is  a  fact,  and  therefore  demands 
explanation ;  and  Parmenides  does  not  explain  it. 

But  does  Heraclitus  help  us  out  of  the  difficulty?  No 
better  than  did  Parmenides;  for  what  would  be  the  con- 
sequence if  we  admitted  that  the  world  contains  no  per- 
manent element,  but  is  a  world  of  absolute  becoming? 
First,  we  could  not  offer  such  a  theory  as  an  explanation, 
for  on  the  extreme  Heraclitic  hypothesis  all  explanation 
of  anything  whatsoever  becomes  impossible.  To  explain 
we  have  to  appeal  to  principles  that  always  work  or  are 
valid:  but  in  a  world  of  absolute  becoming  our  very 
principles  would  keep  changing.  Our  explanation 
would  have  to  be  different  every  moment  of  time,  for 
the  next  it  would  have  ceased  to  be  valid.  It  would 
thus  be  a  world  that  admitted  of  explanation  as  little  as 
did  that  of  Parmenides.  Surely,  then,  we  dare  not  offer 
"absolute  becoming"  as  an  explanation  without  contra- 
dicting ourselves,  for  implicitly  it  denies  the  possibility 
of  explanation.  Whether  such  a  world  could  exist, 
whether  we  might  not  be  forced  to  give  up  the  attempt 
at  explanation  altogether,  is  a  question  we  must  consider 
later  in  the  theory  of  knowledge. 

Then,  secondly,  if  the  extreme  Heraclitic  theory  were 

^  This  means,  of  course,  the  extreme  form  to  which  their  theories  can 
easily  be  supposed  to  be  brought,  that  is,  the  absolute  denial  of  all  chancre 
and  the  claim  that  absolutely  all  is  change. 
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right,  there  would  be  notliing  to  hold  the  world  of  one   Further, 
moiueiit   to    the    world   of    the    next.       Did    everything  ""J^'gjyeg' 
change,  if  nothing  were  common  to  two  successive  mo-  us  not  one 
ments,  we  should  have  not  the  same  world  undergoing  |)^',j',^nite 
changes,  but  two  quite  distinct  worlds  from  moment  to  number  of 
moment.     In  short,    an   extreme  form  of  the  Heraclitic 
doctrine  would  annihilate  the  world  by  a  principle  that 
makes  it  an  infinite  number  of  worlds,  each  lasting  only 
for  the  infinitesimal  instant  of  time  called  the  present. 
Clearly  this   is   but  another  way  to   deny  the   cosmical 
character  of  the  world  and  to  maintain  that  it  is  really 
nothing  but  chaos.     Just  as  you  were  in  any  given  world, 
you  would  find  that  world  the  sum  total  of  reality;  for 
the   other  worlds  would  in  no  Avay  reveal  their  past  or 
future   existence.     This   theory  claims   to  tell  us  about 
a  world  with  which  we  are  acquainted;    namely,  about 
a  world  in  which  we  live  and  move  and  have  our  be- 
ing, a  world  we  can  know  —  our  own  world.     Now  any 
such  world  as    it   describes    could   not  be  known.     We 
could   not   be  acquainted  with    it;    and  therefore,   if   it 
does  exist,  it  cannot  be  the  world  that  we  are  trying  to 
interpret. 

Let  us  now  see  where  our  argument  stands.  The  world  Conclusion, 
is  not  one  of  absolute  change;  it  is  not  one  absolutely 
without  change.  We  must  admit  the  existence  of  both 
elements,  —the  permanent,  or  substance,  and  change,  or 
the  states  of  that  substance.  We  tried  to  see  whether  plu- 
ralism, or  the  doctrine  of  many  substances,  would  help  us 
to  explain  that  world  of  change ;  but  we  found  that  plu- 
ralism in  no  way  makes  clear  the  mystery  it  attempts  to 
solve.  On  the  contrary,  it  makes  darkness  infinitely 
darker  by  giving  us  in  each  of  the  substances  anew  the 
same  problem  of  change  that  we  had  to  solve  concerning 
the  world  as  a  whole.  Each  substance  of  pluralism  is 
simply  one  more  world  added  to  the  list.  Each  one 
demands  for  itself  the  same  explanation  that  we  seek 
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for  the  world  as  a  whole.     Pluralism,  therefore,  only  mag- 
nifies the  difficulty,  but  in  no  way  explains  it. 

Yet  even  this  is  not  the  worst  that  may  be  said  against 
pluralism.  Each  substance  of  pluralism,  if  the  pluralist 
be  consistent,  is  really  a  little  world  all  by  itself.  For 
any  one  of  them  to  come  into  relation  with  any  other  is 
to  lose  its  own  substantial  character,  is  to  submit  to  some 
higher  power  that  really  forms  the  true  substance.  In 
short,  the  pluralist  was  forced  to  find  in  God  the  only 
true  substance,  or  else  to  deny  all  interaction  among  sub- 
stances, and  to  affirm  an  indefinite  number  of  worlds. 
The  absurdity  of  the  latter  conclusion  we  have  already 
seen.  The  conclusion  of  the  former  is  evident.  It  finds 
in  God  the  only  true  substance.  It  denies  pluralism  and 
admits  singularism. 


CHAPTER   XXVIII 

SINCiULAKlSM 

SiNGm.AUiSM,  ius  we  Imve  seen,  denies  that  the  woild  Sinjiuiarism 
is  a  plurality  of  KuLwtances.  But  how  can  we  look  upon  plurality  of 
it  as  a  unity?     That  depends  ui)on  what  you  mean  by  the  iii'^-'ut*- 

/-v     1-  •  1  IT  1  .  ,   .  tliiiiKS.  and 

teiiu.     Urilmaniy  you  and  1  mean  by  a  unity  something,'  n-KaniB 
that   is  detinitely  separated  from  other  tilings   and  that  ''""'k^  »» 
stands  out  as  an  indivisible  whole:  but  of  couree  in  this  and  so 
sense  we  do  not  know  the  world  as  a  unity;  for,  as  we  "nex^iTcabie 
have  seen,  we  cannot  i)lace  bounds  to  the  world.     Thus 
it  is  not  a  unity  in  the  same   sense  that  an  apple  or  a 
house  or  a  man  is  a  unity:  but  the  expression  "unity  of 
the  world,"  like  the  expression  "infinity,"  is  negative. 
To  assert  the  unity  of  the  world  is  to  deny  its   divisi- 
bility, just  as  to  assert  its  infinity  is  to  deny  its  limi- 
tation. 

But  again  you  ask.  Does  singularism  explain  change? 
Pluralism  did  not;  now  does  singularism?  We  admit 
frankly,  it  does  not.  The  rejection  of  pluralism  was 
because  of  its  pretension  to  explain  change,  and  secondly 
because  the  division  of  the  world  into  substances  was 
a  division  into  worlds,  a  manifest  absurdit}'.  Singu- 
larism does  not  explain  change;  rather  it  finds  in  change 
something  just  as  ultimate  and  inexplicable  as  the  very 
existence  of  a  world,  or  reality  itself.  Change  is  part 
of  the  very  nature  of  reality;  change  is  an  ultimate  fact 
beyond  which  we  cannot  go,  and  what  is  more,  beyond 
which  there  is  no  rational  or  sane  need  to  go.  We  are 
not  called  upon  to  explain  the  ultimate.     If  we  were,  its 
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explanation  would  bring  us  to  a  further  ultimate  behind 
ii.  This,  in  turn,  v\-ould  need  explanation;  and  so  Ave 
mi*-^ht  proceed  forever.  The  ultimate  then  as  such  calls 
for  no  explanation  ;  and  therefore  all  that  any  scientific 
theory  is  called  upon  to  do  is  to  show  that  a  given  ele- 
ment is  ultimate,  and  this  part  of  its  work  is  done.  In 
short,  we  cannot  explain  change,  as  pluralism  tried  to  do, 
by  deduciiig  it  from  the  structure  of  the  universe  :  but 
we  can  accept  change  as  a  fundamental  constituent  of 
reality  and  try  to  explain  it  in  the  limited  sense  of  learn- 
ing its  order,  or  the  principles  that  govern  it. 
But  the  But  in  accepting  singularism  are  we  to  cast  aside  plu- 

pluniiism  ralism  as  meaningless  and  worthless  ?  By  no  means,  for 
does  not  rob  pluralism  coutaius  much  that  is  true.  When  amended,  its 
meaning  method  of  explaining  change  by  searching  for  changeless 
and  worth,  entities  is  ultimately  the  only  one  by  which  we  can  deal 
In  one  sense  with  and  interpret  the  changing  world  about  us.  You 
demands  ^"^^  I  li^ve  before  us,  then,  the  task  of  reestablishing  a 
explanation,  modified  pluralism,  not  the  pluralism  that  would  explain 

I.e.  we  must       ,1 

seek  its  change  absolutely,  but  a  pluralism  that  seeks  to  formulate 
?nTformity.    *^^®  ^'^^^^  ^^  change  (popularly  called  the  laws  of  nature) 

between  entities  that  are  relatively  changeless. 
Such  laws  If,  shipwrecked,   we  were  drifting  on  a  raft    in  mid- 

^nsum?.''  ocean,  how  should  we  be  able  to  say,  first,  that  we  were 
drifting,  and  next,  to  tell  in  which  direction?  The 
answer  is  evident.  We  should  have  to  seek  for  some- 
thing that  did  not  move,  or  whose  movements  were 
definitely  known,  and  then  determine  our  position  rela- 
tively to  that  object;  perhaps  to  watch  the  sun,  the  moon, 
and  tlie  stars,  and  our  position  in  reference  to  them.  Or 
if  we  stood  on  the  bank  of  a  river  desiring  to  know 
whether  the  tide  were  turning  or  had  turned,  we  should 
perhaps  throw  sticks  into  the  water  and  watch  which  way 
they  went  along  the  shore.  In  short,  the  only  way  in 
which  we  can  determine  motion,  its  existence,  its  direc- 
tion,  its  speed,   is  ultimately  to  compare  it  with  some 


SINGULA  RISM  257 

standard;  and  this  standard  must  l>e  motionless  in  refer- 
ence to  the  ohject  compared.  Did  tlie  shore  move,  we 
should  have  to  determine  ita  motion  before  using  it  as 
a  standard  to  determine  the  direction  of  the  tide.  We 
should  have  to  go  back  to  some  object  that  in  reference  to 
the  river  did  not  move.  Thus  in  navigation  when  we  use 
the  sun  to  determine  our  position  in  mid-ocean,  the  moving 
sun  would  1)6  useless  as  a  standard  did  we  not  know  the 
exact  character  of  its  motion  and  its  altitude  for  that  time 
of  year.  Kvery  one  acc^uainted  with  any  form  of  exact 
meivsurement  knows  well  how  many  conditions,  such  as 
temperature  and,  as  in  ;istrononiy,  the  weight  of  the 
atmosphere,  have  to  be  taken  into  account. 

Again,  if  we  have  some  colored  cloth,  and  wish  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  it  has  faded  and  to  what  extent,  we 
seek  as  a  standard  of  comparison  some  cloth  that  has  not 
faded.  It  may  be  we  can  trust  to  our  memory  in  this 
paiticular  case,  or  it  may  be  that  part  of  the  cloth  has  not 
faded  much ;  but  still  the  more  accurate  way  would  be  to 
compare  it  with  a  piece  of  the  same  stuff  that  had  been  so 
carefully  preserved  from  all  conditions  which  could  alter  its 
color  that  we  might  trust  it  to  have  remained  the  same. 

So  of  our  mental  states.  Have  we  as  bad  a  headache 
to-day  as  we  had  a  fortnight  ago?  Perhaps  our  memory 
is  accurate  enough  to  give  us  a  trustworthy  mental  image 
of  what  we  previously  suffered.  If  not,  we  seek  for  some 
more  trustworthy  standard.  Thus,  last  time  I  could  not 
work,  whereas  to-day  I  can.  Last  time  I  described  my 
pain  in  terras  that  indicated  greater  suffering  than  I  now 
have,  or  last  time  my  family  saw  visible  signs  in  my  face 
of  pain  and  ill  health,  whereas  to-day  these  symptoms  are 
not  evident.  This  shows  how  necessary  it  is  to  seek  for 
some  permanent  basis  or  standard  that  will  not  vary,  or 
whose  variations  are  known. 

Now  when  we  deal  with  the  world  at  large,  and  try  to 
measure  or  explain  all  its  manifold  changes  taken  together, 
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we  have  to  seek  again  for  something  permanent.     This  we 
raust  liave  at  the  bottom  of  our  system  as  a  whole.     That 
is,  the  only  way  in  which  we  can  tell  even  that  there  has 
been   a   change,  or   tell   what  the  change  has  been,  how 
great  and  how  rapid,  will  always  be  to  seek  for  the  per- 
manent as  a  standard.     Thus  we  are  obliged  to  follow  the 
lines  of  pluralism  and  treat  change  as  an  alteration  not  of 
a  constant,  but  of  relations  between  constants.^ 
These  con-         We  may  then  state  our  doctrine  as  follows :  In  a  world 
tT.uph ii..t     J^l^^-'^ys  undergoing  changes,  the  only  way  in  which  we  can 
abs..iiito  ..r    keep  informed  of  their  extent  and  character  is  to  analyze 
thiiips.Vre     the  manifold  processes  we  meet  with  and  pick  out  the  con- 
stiii  n-ia-       stants.     These   assumed   constants   to   be  of   value  must 

tivpiv 

independent  directly  or  indirectly  go  back  to  basal  constants  that  are 
entiues.  accepted  for  the  time  being,  at  least,  as  absolutely  con- 
stant. All  change  must  be  interpreted  in  terms  of  these 
constants,  and  inasmuch  as  the  constants  themselves  by 
hypothesis  do  not  undergo  change,  the  change  must  be 
without  the  constants,  namely,  in  the  relations  obtaining 
among  them.  Now  this  is  exactly  the  doctrine  of  plural- 
ism, with  only  this  alteration :  pluralism  maintains  that 
these  constants  are  absolute,  that  they  are  true  substantial 
entities  ;  whereas  their  true  nature  is  but  relative,  that  is, 
relative  to  the  changes  they  are  called  upon  to  measure. 
They  themselves  may  at  any  time  be  subject  to  further 
analysis,  and  a  more  fundamental  system  of  constants  be 
demanded. 

But  what  is  the  character  of  these  constants  ?  In  their 
totality  they  will  be  of  every  sort  and  kind.  Every  pos- 
sible standard  of  comparison  can  be  included.  The  most 
familiar  constants  known  to  science  are  of  course  the  atoms 
of  the  different  chemical  elements ;  but  these  are  by  no  means 
the  only  ones.     Even  could  we  work  back  to  some  ulti- 

1  All  this  is  -very  briefly  stated,  but  to  discuss  the  question  at  greater 
length  would  be  only  to  repeat  many  of  the  chapters  of  the  Philosophy 
of  Nature  and  of  Mind,  especially  Chapters  IV,  VI,  VIII,  XVII,  and  XX. 
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mate  kind  of  atoms  to  which  we  could  reduce  every  form 
of  material  existence  now  in  any  way  directly  or  indirectly 
known  to  us,  even  these  would  not  be  the  only  constants ; 
because  though  atomism  gives  us  a  basis  for  the  quantita- 
tive explanation  of  changes,  it  does  not  give  a  basis  for 
purely  qualitative  comparisons.  As  we  saw,  science  in  its 
interpretation  of  the  world  cannot  neglect  the  secondary 
qualities  of  things ;  for  they  must  have  their  explanation 
and  interpretation  as  well  as  the  primary  qualities  or  purely 
quantitative  relations.  Ultimately,  then,  pluralism  must 
include  not  only  an  atomism  of  quantity,  but  also  one  of 
quality. 

A  similar  truth  holds  of  the  mind  as  well  as  of  nature. 
The  ideal  of  mental  analysis  will  always  be  to  find  atomic 
or  simple  mental  states  out  of  which  the  real  or  complex 
mental  states  of  our  consciousness  are  built  up.  How  else 
can  mental  states  be  compared?  Even  the  most  general 
and  vague  comparisons  involve  some  of  this  analysis  or 
dissecting  of  the  real  living  wholes  of  the  mental  stream. 

Thus  we  can  well  understand  how  science  everywhere  Thus  the 
proceeds  by  a  process  quite  analogous  to  that  of  the  old 
atomism.  It  is  the  only  way  in  which  change  can  be  ouiy  a 
interpreted.  But  in  admitting  this,  let  us  not  forget  the  .^^  absolute 
purely  relative  character  of  the  atoms.  They  are  perma-  atomism, 
nent  or  constant  only  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  less 
permanent.  Absolutely,  we  have  no  means  whatever  to 
judge  of  any  atom,  for  to-morrow's  discovery  may  force 
us  to  dissect  it  into  thousands  of  others.  Likewise, 
the  independence  or  individuality  of  any  atom  is  but 
relative.  Of  course  it  is  less  liable  to  suffer  modification 
than  the  concrete  objects  of  experience ;  were  it  not,  it 
would  be  useless  for  our  work  of  comparison,  but  this  does 
not  make  it  a  really  absolute  atom.  An  atom  of  hydrogen 
you  and  I  cannot  analyze ;  dare  we  tlierefore  maintain 
that  it  is  truly  substantial,  that  it  is  an  ultimate  entity, 
and  that   all   change    must   lie  without  it?     We  already 


atomism  of 

science  is 
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Icnow  from  science,  through  experimental  evidence,  how 
untrue  this  is.  In  short,  when  we  say  of  our  ultimate 
atom,  no  matter  what  it  be,  that  it  lives  a  life  of  indepen- 
dence, we  mean  merely  that  science  may  for  the  problem 
in  hand  ignore  its  lack  of  independence. 

Now  these  truths  show  clearly  how  different  the  inter- 
est of  science  in  interpreting  and  explaining  changes  is 
from  the  old  cosmological  interest  of  pluralism.  Science 
here  accepts  changes  as  facts.  It  interprets  those  changes 
in  terms  of  constants  modifying  their  relations.  This 
gives  us  the  laws  of  change,  or  the  laws  of  nature.  It 
does  not  attempt  to  show  how  change  arises  out  of  ele- 
ments that  do  not  contain  change;  for  no  matter  how  far 
science  carries  us  in  her  analysis,  we  have  always  before 
us  a  world  of  change.  The  cosmological  pluralist,  how- 
ever, tried  to  show  us  an  absolute  basis  for  change  in 
substances  that  were  changeless.  The  moment  we  ask  the 
scientist  how  his  atoms  act,  react,  interact,  he  can  reply : 
"  I  do  not  care,  for  the  question  lies  beyond  my  problem. 
I  am  concerned  with  finding  what  the  laws  of  action  and 
reaction  are,  in  short,  in  what  constant  ways  these  atoms 
do  interact."  The  cosmological  pluralist,  however,  does 
not  make  any  such  confession.  When  we  asked  him,  he 
was  forced  to  explain  or  else  give  up  his  theory ;  but  ex- 
plain he  could  not. 

We  are  now  able  to  give  an  answer  to  the  question, 
What  are  these  things  into  which  we  are  always  dividing 
any  given  portion  of  reality  ?  What  do  we  mean  by  their 
existence?  How  can  the  world  be  ultimately  a  unity 
and  yet  seem  to  us  made  up  of  many  separate  independent 
tilings  ?  Surely  as  we  look  about  a  room,  the  chairs,  the 
books,  the  pictures,  the  people,  are  each  and  all  individual 
things,  each  living  a  life  or  existence  by  itself,  eacb  having 
a  history  all  its  own. 
ITiejjetter  This  is  all  very  true  and  is  in  no  way  in  conflict  with 

the  unity  of   the    cosmos.      The   thingness    of    ordinary 


we  know 
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objects    means    their    relative,    not    their    absolute,  inde-  things  the 

pendence  and    self-existence.      Were  they  absolutely  in-  intimately 

dependent,  they  would  surely   be    indestructible.     Their  related  do 

very  history    shows  them  to   be    only  relatively  substan-  come,  the 

tial.       They   come    and    g-o  like   the   waves   of   the   sea.  "lore clearly 

•^  ....  ^""e  they  but 

Their  unity,  their   individuality,    is    of   a   kind    to   make   elements  or 

them  totally  different  from  the  substantial  entities  of  ™ne°aii'/^"^ 
the  pluralist.  That  the  one  world  should  be  many  worlds,  including 
was,  we  found,  a  complete  contradiction  ;  but  that  the  one 
world  should  be  many  things  is  no  contradiction.  We 
mean  by  these  things  to  express  the  differences  we  dis- 
cover in  the  world's  manifestations.  On  the  basis  of 
these  differences  we  have  dissected  the  world  ;  but  this 
dissection  is  solely  for  our  convenience.  As  we  look  at  the 
human  body  we  learn  to  distinguish  the  arms,  the  hands, 
the  legs,  the  head,  the  mouth.  But  we  do  not  mean  that  a 
mouth  could  exist  without  a  head.  Yet  we  are  in  con- 
stant danger  of  looking  upon  part  of  the  world's  story 
as  the  whole  truth.  We,  bound  in  by  all  sorts  of  limita- 
tions, tend  to  exalt  the  part  or  the  individual  thing,  and 
regard  it  as  something  quite  independent  of  all  else.  We 
forget  that  if  we  truly  and  fully  described  it  as  it  is 
at  any  instant,  we  should  have  to  show  its  dependence  in 
thousands  and  thousands  of  ways  upon  other  elements  of 
reality.  In  truth,  as  we  shall  see  later,  to  know  one 
thing  fully  would  be  to  know  everything.  But  this  does 
not  deny  the  reality  of  the  individual  thing.  It  simply 
shows  that  the  "  thing  "  is  but  a  means  of  gaining  a  par- 
tial explanation  and  knowledge  of  the  world.  Did  we 
know  the  world  fully  and  completely,  we  should  do 
without  the  division  of  it  into  things  and  their  qualities. 
The  truths  these  divisions  indicate  would,  of  course,  be 
included  in  the  full,  complete  story  of  the  world ;  but  the 
temporary  makeshift,  the  thing  and  its  qualities,  might 
then  be  set  aside  for  a  more  adequate  method  of  descrip- 
tion.    Thus  we  find  that  as  we  learn  our  world  better  and 
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better,  the  individual  thing  loses  more  and  more  its  in- 
dependence and  is  found  to  be  less  and  less  separable 
from  the  rest  of  reality.  To  know  anything  better  means 
to  know  more  and  more  about  its  dependence  upon  the 
world  about  it.  As  we  know  life  better,  we  know  more 
and  more  of  the  relations  between  it  and  its  environment ; 
we  explain  it  and  its  origin  more  and  more  in  terms  of  the 
forces  acting  from  without.  If  we  kept  on  long  enough, 
we  should  bring  in  so  much  of  reality  that  in  the  indi- 
vidual thing  we  should  see,  as  Leibniz  said  of  his  monads,  a 
complete  reflection  of  the  universe.  We  are  then  to  look 
upon  the  world  in  its  totality  as  a  unity ;  it  is  one  sub- 
stance manifestincr  itself  in  the  infinite  richness  and  vari- 
ety  of  all  things  and  their  qualities.  They  all  belong 
to  it  and  are  of  its  very  life  and  being. 

But  how  are  we  to  picture  this  universal  substance 
as  distinct  from  its  manifestations?  This  question  we 
brought  up  before,  but  we  could  not  answer  it  completely 
until  we  had  decided  how  many  substances  there  are  in 
the  world.  What  do  we  mean  by  the  absolute  perma- 
nence back  of  all  change  ?  What  is  substance  ?  If  we 
have  to  exclude  the  changing,  or  that  which  comes  and 
goes,  what  is  there  left?  Clearly  the  permanent  laws  or 
uniformities  in  accordance  with  which  the  changes  take 
place,  or,  as  they  are  technically  expressed,  the  uniformities 
of  coexistence  and  sequence  among  the  changing  elements. 
They  are  the  laws  of  the  world's  manifestations.  These 
laws  tell  us  that  under  given  conditions  such  and  such  a 
consequence  will  be  the  result ;  that  if  we  heat  iron,  it 
will  expand  ;  if  we  fall  into  the  water,  we  shall  get  wet. 
These  laws  are  the  permanent  or  substantial  element  in 
a  world  of   unceasing  change,^  and  they  form  a   complete 


^  In  a  recent  issue  of  Science  complaint  was  made  against  the  custom 
of  regarding  natural  laws  as  a  sort  of  actually  existing  things.  All  this  is 
right  enough  ;  but  it  is  wrong  to  go  to  the  other  extreme  and  regard 
them  as  merely  intellectual  conveniences.    They  describe  facts,  or  elements 
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unitary  system.  By  these  laws  everything  is  united  in 
closest  bond  with  everything  else.  It  would  seem  that  a 
change  in  one  part  of  the  liniverse  involves  in  it  a  change 
throughout.  No  part  lives  unto  itself,  but  all  are  mem- 
bers one  of  another.  The  complete  causal  nexus  that 
binds  together  every  part  and  element  of  the  universe, 
this  is  its  substance.  No  element  lies  outside  of  this 
uniting  bond  ;  and  these  laws  of  causation,  as  we  shall 
see,  form  one  all-including  system.  To  this  principle  of 
causation  we  must  then  give  our  next  reflective  study. 

found  by  analyzing  facts.  Either  they  hold  of  reality  or  they  are  false 
and  worthless.  In  short,  they  do  describe  one  element  of  reality,  i.e. 
its  permanent  element.  True,  they  are  abstractions  and  not  the  concrete 
reality  ;  but  so  are  all  the  constructions  of  science. 
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THE   PRINCIPLE   OF   CAUSATION  ^ 

We  have  seen  that  the  uniting  principle  of  the  world  is 
the  system  of  law  that  binds  and  unites  every  element 
with  ever}'  other.  This  uniting  principle  we  know  as  the 
law  of  universal  causation. 

With  the  warm  days  of  spring  great  transformations 
tiike  place  in  nature  with  a  rapidity  that  seems  borrowed 
from  the  magic  of  fairyland.  The  grass  grows  green,  the 
wild  flower  lifts  its  head  from  every  little  nook.  The 
birds  return  with  song  and  nest-building,  the  fruit  trees 
blossom.  Nature  everywhere  enters  upon  a  new  life. 
Whence  has  all  this  come?  Our  first  thought  is  that  it  is 
all  due  to  the  increased  warmth  of  the  sunshine. 


*  Parallel  Heading. 

The  Principles  of  Empirical  or  Inductive  Logic,  by  John  Venn,  London 
and  New  York,  1&&9,  Chapters  II  and  III. 

Historical  Note. 

For  the  History  of  the  Problem  of  Causation,  of.  Konig,  Die  Entwicke- 
Inng  des  Causalproblems  von  Cartesius  bis  Kant,  Leipzig,  1888  ;  and  also 
by  the  same  writer,  Die  Entwickelung  des  Causalproblems  in  der  Philoso- 
phie  Beit  Kant,  two  pt«.,  Leipzig,  1889-90. 

The  important  thing  to  notice  in  the  history  of  the  problem  of  cause 
is  the  revolution  brought  about  by  Hume.  The  older  view  of  cause  and 
effect  (Scholastic  and  beld  to  till  Hume,  although  Leibniz  had  shown 
•igns  of  the  coming  change  of  view)  was  that  the  effect  can  be  logically 
deduced  from  the  cause.  The  relation  between  cause  and  effect  is  thus  a 
logical  one.  Hume  annihilates  this  doctrine  once  and  for  all  time.  The 
effect  is  in  no  way  like  its  cause.  Their  relation  is  solely  one  of  necessary 
sequence,  but  this  in  no  way  involves  similarity.  To  some  extent  we  have 
retomed  to  the  older  view,  through  the  doctrine  of  the  conservation  of 
energy.  The  cause  and  effect  are  quantitatively  alike  ;  but  still  quali- 
tatively no  such  similarity  follows. 
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But  why  to  the  sunshine  all  the  praise  ?  Yonder  rock 
is  stiff  and  hard  as  it  was  amid  the  winter  snow.  Has 
the  heat  made  it  live  ?  No.  Then  heat  alone  is  not  the 
only  cause  of  spring.  The  sunshine  only  awakened  a 
sleeping  world,  and  in  the  forces  that  it  has  released,  we 
must  seek  for  part  of  the  explanation  of  the  new  life.  As 
we  turn  our  eyes  to  the  individual  plant  or  tree,  we  see 
even  more  clearly  how  great  is  its  own  part  in  tlie 
change. 

As  the  apple  tree  unfolds  its  buds,  we  do  not  expect  to 
see  roses.  For  them  we  look  to  the  rose-bush.  But  why? 
The  same  warmth  governs  both  the  tree  and  the  bush. 
Clearly  the  warmth  played  but  a  small  part,  even  though 
a  necessary  part ;  for  the  tree  must  have  determined  that 
the  flower  should  be  an  apple  blossom,  and  the  bush  that 
it  should  be  a  rose.  But  it  is  not  merely  a  rose ;  it  is  pink, 
whereas  others  near  by  are  red,  and  others  still  are  white. 
To  explain  this,  we  must  search  for  other  elements  in  the 
nature  of  our  bush. 

Thus,  look  where  we  will  in  the  whole  realm  of  nature, 
we  can  never  say  that  this  one  thing  is  the  cause  of  that 
one  result.  The  longer  we  search  the  more  causes  we 
shall  always  find  to  help  account  for  the  total  comj»lex 
effect.  Indeed,  in  the  last  analysis,  an  absolutely  complete 
explanatif)n  of  any  single  event  in  all  its  concrete  detail 
would  involve  every  element  in  the  whole  universe.  Then, 
too,  just  as  we  should  find  any  individual  thing  indefinitely 
rich  in  elements,  if  we  were  able  to  analyze  it  exhaus- 
tively, so  also  should  we  have  to  seek  tliis  same  indefinite 
complexity  in  its  causes. 

lint  no  one  is  able  to  bold  himself  down  t<>  analyze  any   Finit<> 
part  of  nature  exhaustively.     What  is  the  consequence?  ||","]^,!*i,*,*^" 
We  find,  in  dealing  witii  causation,  that  we  use  the  same  ai.i<- lodeni 
abstractions  that  we  do  elsewliere  in  our  interpretation  of  i'nj,  t,,  (i,.iii 
nature.     No  rose  is  known  by  us  in  all   its  infinite  coni-  wi'i' »«"<•»> 

1         ■  f      1  111-  y    •  f     •  ""  il"l''''""'t<' 

plexity  of  shajie  and  sli;i(ling,  to  say  notliing  of  its  cellul.ir 
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ami  molecular  structure.  We  neglect  the  absolutel}'  con- 
cri'io,  or  tiie  totiility  of  the  rose,  and  are  satisfied  to  have 
a  more  or  less  general  knowledge  of  it.  So,  too,  in  any 
•'iven  instance  of  causation,  we  do  not,  and  cannot,  con- 
sider the  thousands  and  thousands  of  separate  elements 
that  make  up  the  concrete  total.  The  purposes  of  man 
are  best  fulfilled  b}-  our  indefinite  generalities.  It  is  only 
here  and  there  that  we  attach  importance  to  a  more  accu- 
rate knowledge ;  but  even  in  such  cases  we  only  add  on  a 
few  more  differentiating  elements,  and  let  the  thousands 
of  others  pass  by  ignored. 

There  is  reason  for  this;  for  if  we  treated  every  indi- 
vidual cause  and  effect  in  the  totality  of  its  complex  de- 
tail, what  would  be  the  result?  We  never  see  two  fires 
that  are  exactly  alike  ;  and  if  instead  of  knowing  in  a 
general  way  that  fire  burns,  we  should  only  know  that 
this  particular  highly  differentiated  form  of  fire  burns  in 
this  particular  highly  differentiated  way ;  we  should  never 
protect  ourselves  against  fire,  but  only  against  a  particular 
form  of  fire  that  was  never  again  to  occur.  Our  informa- 
tion would  be  clearly  useless.  The  absolutely  concrete 
individual  case  gives  us  no  knowledge  that  is  of  any 
value,  unless  somehow  it  enables  us  to  deal  thereafter 
more  fittingly  with  other  cases  that  are  somewhat  differ- 
ent from  it. 

But  let  us  see  what  a  tremendous  inference  is  involved 
here  concerning  the  world  as  a  whole.  If  everything  that 
happened  never  repeated  itself  in  any  similar  way  again ; 
if  we  lived  in  a  world  whose  changes  from  moment  to  mo- 
ment were  so  vastly  great  that  even  our  highest  generaliza- 
tions would  become  useless  because  no  more  events  happened 
to  which  they  applied ;  then,  indeed,  we  should  be  just  as 
badly  off  as  though  we  never  collected  general  information 
and  lived  a  life  devoted  only  to  the  individual  in  all  its 
concrete  complexity.  Thus  the  principle  of  causation  that 
we  actually  use,  assumes  not  only  that  definite  laws  exist, 
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but  also  that  substantially  similar  situations  are  frequently 
repeated.  We  may  call  this  latter  assumption,  if  we 
please,  the  law  of  repetition. 

At  this  point  still  another  problem  arises.     The  world   But  this  in 
is  uniform  in  its  occurrences,  tliat   means  it  is  not  from   ''"["  "^'""^ 

not  mean 

moment   to  moment   absolutely  different.     Have  we    any   that  a  com- 
reason  to  believe  that  the  world  never  repeats  itself,  that  riH,!i,7v^r 
there  is  no  moment  in  its  history  in  which  it  is  absolutely   takes  place: 
the  same  iis  at  any  other  moment  ? 

Of  course,  we  have,  to  begin  with,  the  tremendous  im-   neither  the 
probability  of  any  sucli  state  of  affairs.     As  a  matter  of  "•«'-'^'-^*'^« 

■•■  J  J  over, 

probability,  there  would  be  only  one  chance  out  of  an 
infinite  number  for  the  changing  world  in  all  its  infinite 
complexity  to  repeat  itself.  But  still  the  world  lasts  a 
long  time,  and  why  may  we  not  suppose  that  after  enor- 
mous lapses  of  time  it  starts  over  again  on  the  old  career? 
Of  course,  if  it  does  this  once  it  will  do  it  repeatedly ;  for 
by  the  law  of  causation  the  same  conditions  give  tlie  same 
results.  Hence,  if  one  such  state  leads  to  its  own  repeti- 
tion after  a  given  period,  it  will  always  continue  to  do  so. 
Why,  then,  may  not  the  course  of  the  world  be  cyclical? 
Have  we  any  rational  right  to  say  that  it  is  not?  Wf  have^ 
for  Huch  a  supposition  is  absurd.  How  so?  Let  us  call 
any  two  such  similar  periods  of  tlie  world's  history,  A  and 
B.  Now,  by  hypothesis,  A  and  B  are  absolutely  alike  ex- 
cept in  the  time  of  their  occurrence.  But  how,  we  ask  at 
once,  are  we  to  distinguish  the  two  periods  from  each 
other,  or  from  any  otlu;r  of  the  infinite  number  of  similar 
periods.  B  has  no  fharactoristi(!,  not  evqn  its  place  in 
the  series,  by  which  it  can  Itf  distinguished  from  the 
others.  lint  you  say,  in  al)solut<'  limp  they  are  different. 
Yes,  b\it  we  have  shown  that  time  relations  are  relative, 
never  aljHolute.  'riiereforc,  i)y  the  vi-ry  hyi»ot  Jiesis,  .1  and 
B  are  alwobitelv  alike  in  every  respect.  A  and  fi  Mr  th(?re- 
fore  one  and  the  same,  which  contradicts  the  hypol iiesis. 
Moreover,  wotild  it  not  Ihj  possible  to  bring  up  the  fol- 
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lowing  argument  ?  ^     Any  f^uch  supposition  would  give  us 
not  two  similar  periods  of  the  world's  coui-se,  but  two  dis- 
tinct worhls.     We,  in  one  period,  would  be  absolutely  cut 
off  from  the  others,  for  how  could  we  know  them  to  exist? 
Did  wo  know  them  to  exist,  our  knowledge  itself  would 
bv  hypothesis  be  merely  a  repetition  of  the  same  knowl- 
etlge   possessed   by  a   man   just  like  us  in   the   previous 
period.     Hence,  though  the  world  itself  kept  moving  for- 
ward, a  knowledge  of  it  could  in  no  way  progress.     But 
this  is  nonsense.     In  short,  parts  of  the  future  and  of  the 
past  would  be  cut  off   from  our  knowledge  in  the  same 
way  that   they  would  be  if   they  were  totally  and  abso- 
lutelv  distinct  worlds.     We  have  here  two  problems  that 
deserve  further  thought  before  they  are  finally  answered. 
Might  two  worlds  exist,  or  can  there  be  but  the  one  world? 
Can  we  assume  the  existence  of  a  world  that  as  such  is 
al)solutely  unknowable?     These  problems  we  must  leave 
till  later  on.     But  so  much  at  least  we  can  say  now,  any 
evidence  of  such  a  cyclical  world  course  would  be  an  im- 
possibility.    Did  it   occur,  we   should   remain    absolutely 
ignorant  of  it.     It  would  be  something  of  which  we  could 
take  no  account  whatsoever. 
nor  In  May         But,  WB  may  be  asked,  may  not  some  individual  things 
f!^jt"wiu  be  ^^  events  repeat  themselves,  even  though  the  whole  course 
found  that     of  the  world  cannot  ?     To  this  question  likewise  we  have 
eaoni  '        ^  answer,  no ;  but  before  giving  our  reason  for  this  reply, 
■ysum  is       we  must  Consider  one  other  truth  concerning  causation. 
ToiTwi  in  This    truth   is  the    following :    We    may   assume    that 

any  ^iven      the  objects  withiu  some  Efiven  area  of  the  world  are  not 

cajie  of  tr  \    t  ^  •  y 

affected  for  the  time  being  by  objects  without  that  area. 


h^iTuI^u-ii    ^^^^  ^^  might  assume  that  our  solar  system  is  leading  a 
iuareamay   life  independent  of  the  other  heavenly  bodies.     But  if  we 
did  make  such  an  assumption,  we  should  still  have  to  main- 
tain that  farther  back  in  the  history  of  the  system  its  inde- 

'  From  the  point  of  view  of  the  epistemology  taught  in  this  book,  such 
an  argument  would  certainly  hold. 
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pendent  life  came  to  an  end,  and  so  that  the  objects  outside 
once  upon  a  time  exerted  an  intluence  within  our  hypo- 
thetical area.  If  this  were  not  true,  in  other  words,  if  any 
part  of  the  world  could  lead  a  life  of  complete  indepen- 
dence of  all  other  parts,  then  pluralism  would  be  true.  But 
when  we  rejected  pluralism,  we  rejected  by  implication  the 
possibility  of  any  such  independent  entity  or  system  of 
entities. 

But  there  is  a  further  implication.  As  we  go  back  far- 
ther and  farther  in  the  history  of  our  hypothetical  system, 
not  only  should  we  come  upon  the  intluence  of  outside 
systems,  but  we  should  also  have  to  assume  that  what  was 
true  of  our  original  system  is  true  of  these  other  systems 
too.  In  short,  as  we  go  back  in  the  history  of  any  man, 
and  find  a  greater  and  greater  number  of  progenitors  in 
each  preceding  generation,  so  likewise  in  tlie  history  of 
any  system  do  we  find  an  increasing  number  of  other  sys- 
tems influencing  it  directly  or  indirectly,  as  we  go  farther 
and  farther  into  the  past. 

Surely,  the  fartlier  backward  or  forward  we  travelled,  the 
greater  the  portion  of  the  universe  we  should  find  involved 
in  our  causal  series.  Of  course  such  a  regression  would 
bring  us  to  infinity  if  we  could  only  keep  on  for  an  infi- 
nite time.  However,  as  we  cannot  do  this,  we  have  no 
right  to  conclude  that  the  infinite  world  is  sooner  or  later 
involved  in  any  given  example  of  causation.  Still,  this 
thought  does  make  ns  turn  l)ack  to  the  tlieorj--  of  singular- 
i.sm,  and  inquire  whether  or  not,  just  as  we  found  it  false 
to  treat  any  part  of  the  world  as  lui  independent  entity  by 
itself,  in  short,  to  divide'  the  worlds  substance,  wliether  or 
not  in  the  same  way  it  Ls  not  false  to  lof)k  u[)on  any  causal 
series  ultimately  as  disconnected  from  the  remainder  of 
the  universe.  Are  w(>  not  to  ooneludi!  tliat  tlu;  world  of 
causation  is  a  unity,  and  that  no  part  of  it  can  1x3  se[)arated 
absolutely  from  the  rest;  but  that  absolutely  every  event 
in    the  world  is    interlocked    causally  with  every  otlier  ? 


ij7o  iSTHonrt'iioN  'I'o  riULosoi'iiY 

Clo.irly,  we  nnist  liold  tliis  doctrine  or  else  give  up  our 
sin^uhirisiu  :  for  as  we  have  seen,  if  we  grant,  no  matter 
how  short  the  period,  an  absolute  independence  to  any  part 
of  the  worhl,  we  can  never  regain  its  dependence?  It  is 
just  as  much  a  contradiction  of  singularism  to  have  a  thing 
iiide|KMidcnt  of  the  whole  for  a  millionth  of  a  second  as  it 
would  he  to  have  it  so  for  eternity.  It  would  have  become 
a  world  by  itself,  and  all  the  power  of  the  remainder  of 
reality  could  not  subdue  it  again  to  a  state  of  dependence. 
Still  all  this  is  a  statement  of  a  dogma  rather  than  a  proof 
of  its  truth.  But  really  we  have  already  given  the  proof. 
We  have  seen  that  it  is  absurd  to  believe  in  any  complete 
repetition  in  the  course  of  the  world's  process,  because  such 
a  repetition  would  split  the  universe  up  into  systems  from 
within  which  the  remainder  of  the  universe  would  be 
unknowable.  Likewise,  did  we  suppose  any  limited  causal 
system  to  be  independent  of  the  remainder  of  the  world, 
it  could  be  fully  explained  by  itself,  that  is,  even  though 
we  ignored  the  rest  of  reality.  Did  w^e  live  in  such  a  part 
of  the  universe  we  should  be  causally  cut  off  from  the 
remainder,  and  that  remainder  would  then  be  unknowable. 
We  could  not  perceive  it,  for  it  could  not  stimulate  our 
organs  of  sense ;  nor  could  we  detect  it  by  any  indirect 
means,  that  is,  by  any  effect  it  produced  in  the  things 
which  we  do  perceive.  In  short,  we  should  be  again  split- 
ting the  universe  up  into  independent  worlds,  but  the 
theory  of  knowledge  will  show  us  that  this  is  not  permis- 
sible. Hence  we  must  conclude  that  no  part  of  the  uni- 
verse can  be  treated  as  a  causal  system  absolutely  by  itself. 
lB«brm.  Now  what   bearing  has  this    truth  upon  the   question 

there  In  ,     .,  ^  ,     , 

never  in  the  ^'^ether  or  not  any  part  of  the  world  s  course  can  repeat 
^liTjl  '^'*^*^^  absolutely  ?  Clearly,  if  all  the  world  as  a  causal 
complete  system  is  involved  in  any  part  of  that  system,  an  absolute 
r^titJo,..  likeness  in  one  part  presupposes  a  universal  likeness.  For 
should  there  be  anywhere  a  difference  in  the  universal 
causal  system,  that   difference  would,  according   to    our 
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premises,  involve  a  difference  in  the  part  in  question,  since 
that  difference  must  make  itself  felt  throughout  reality. 
Hence,  vice  versa,  an  absolute  likeness  or  a  lack  of  differ- 
ence in  any  part  must  involve  a  likeness  throughout 
reality.  But  such  a  periodic  return  to  an  absolutely  simi- 
lar univereal  state  we  have  already  disproved ;  therefore 
we  must  now  conclude  that  what  is  true  in  this  respect  of 
the  whole  of  reality  is  likewise  true  of  each  part. 

There  remains  one  further  problem  related  to  the  gen-  a  further 
eral  problem  of  causation.       We  may  state   it  briefly  as  {|oesnot 
follows.      The   usual  statement  of  the  principle  of  causa-  "nlv  every 

T'l  1  T-  ,1  ^1  -  1  cause  have 

tion  IS  :  L  nder  the  same  conditions  the  same  thing  always   jts  one 
happens,  or,  sfiven  tlie  cause,  the  effect  will  follow.     Our  fi£.»inite 

i-  t-         •>  b  effei't,  but 

new  problem  asks  whether  or  not  we  can  reverse  the  order  also  every 

in  this  proposition,  in  short,  whether  or  not  we  may  say,  jg^^,^}^" ""*' 

given  the  effect,  we  can  determine  what   was  the   cause,  or  cause,  i.e. 

everything  happens   always    under   the    same     conditions?  ^.^^usai'law 

Has  every  effect  the  same  cause? 

Ordinarily  this  question  has  been  answered  in  the  nega-   read  hack- 

tive,  and  we  all  remember  how  we  were  taught  in  our  for-  „.)^,]]  .^^ 

mal  logic  that  it  was  a  fallacy  in  hypothetical  reasoning   f«>rwar.i? 

«.         1  111  1^1  ^'"'"  f<"'"i»i 

to  afnrm  the  consequent  and  thereby  prove  the  antecedent.    i„j,i,.  seems 

Thus  let  it  be  granted  that  if  a  is  J,  then  c  is  d.  In  short,  ^"  »''>  ""J 
if  the  condition  of  c  being  d  is  that  a  be  b;  then  if  we 
giant  that  a  is  h,  we  must  admit  also  that  c  is  d.  On  tlic 
other  hand,  it  does  not  follow  tliat  when  wo  find  the  con- 
sequent or  the  effect,  c  is  d,  that  this  i)articular  condition, 
a  is  h,  is  true ;  for  perhaps  there  are  other  conditions 
when  c  will  be  J.  If  we  put  ice  next  to  a  liot  fire,  it 
will  melt;  but  ice  melts  also  wlien  we  j)Ut  it  in  the  warm 
sunshine.  Hence  if  we  learn  tliat  the  ice  has  melted,  we 
liave  no  right  to  conclude  whetlier  or  not  tlie  fire,  the  sun- 
shine, or  some  otlier  condition  was  tlie  cause. 

iJiit  does  this  rule  of  logic  really  dispute  our  proposition 
that  an  effect  has  always  the  same  cause?  No;  for  what 
we  mean  by  a  cause  does  not  include  many  accomijanying 
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ciroumstaiiot's  iliai  play  no  part.  Clearly  in  the  example 
it  \v;us  the  heat  that  melted  the  ice  in  both  cases,  and  the 
rest  was  a  mere  circumstance.  Logic  has  to  take  into 
consideration  the  inaccuracy  of  stating  our  hypothetical 
propositions.  Whenever  we  say  given  a,  b  will  follow, 
all  we  mean  is,  that  a  includes  the  cause  of  b.  Of  course, 
it  may  include  thousands  of  other  non-essential  facts. 
Ordinarily,  if  you  heat  ice  above  a  given  temperature  it 
will  melt,  no  matter  how  you  do  the  heating.  But  we 
can  readily  put  this  same  truth  in  a  less  exact  way  and 
assert  that  if  you  put  ice  near  a  hot  fire,  it  will  melt. 

When  we  maintain  that  any  effect  has  always  the  same 
cause,  we  mean  by  '"  cause  "  the  exact  cause  robbed  of  all 
superfluous  circumstances.  In  short,  we  maintain  that  it 
does  follow,  in  our  first  example,  that  a  is  5  if  c  is  c?,  pro- 
vided that  a  being  b  is  the  cause  considered  apart  from  all 
non-essential  elements.  It  is  quite  true  that  you  and  I  may 
never  in  any  given  case  discover  with  surety  just  what  are 
the  essential  or  the  non-essential  elements.  Therefore  in 
all  cases  of  practical  reasoning  we  have  to  keep  to  the  rule 
loi^ic  has  formulated.  But,  as  philosophers,  we  are  con- 
cerned with  principles. 1 

If  the  effect  is  the  same  in  two  cases  of  causation  in 
which  the  causes  are  different,  then  some  element  or  ele- 
ments of  these  causes,  namely,  those  wherein  they  differ, 
might  be  without  effect.     To  put  it  otherwise,  can  a  and  b 

1  Their  application  may  give  all  sorts  of  trouble,  but  that  is  not  our 
f'incem.  In  fact,  this  same  liability  to  inaccuracy  exists  in  determining 
lie  true  consequent  in  a  hypothetical  proposition.  Do  you  and  I  ever 
niate  exhaustively  what  does  follow  if  a  is  6  ?  Clearly,  thousands  of  other 
things  besides  c  being  d  may  follow.  The  reason  why  this  gives  us  no 
trouble  in  arguing  is  that  we  have  made  a  being  b  so  inclusive  that  no 
matter  what  else  may  follow,  c  being  d  will  be  contained  in  the  consequent. 
But  our  philosophical  principle  should  not  have  this  (quite  practical) 
indefinitenfcss.  It  must  be  exact.  Hence,  as  we  say  that  given  the  cause, 
the  effect  in  its  complete  fulne.ss  follows ;  so  also  do  we  now  maintain 
that,  given  the  eSect,  there  will  have  preceded  not  only  the  exact  cause, 
but  always  the  same  exact  cause. 
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both  give  rise  to  c?  No,  they  cannot,  because  we  should 
never  rightly  regard  our  analysis  of  the  case  as  final,  first, 
until  we  had  found  in  a  and  b  some  common  element  and 
ascribed  to  it  the  authorship  of  c,  and,  secondly,  until  we 
had  found  some  elements  in  the  result  of  a  different  from 
the  result  of  b.  We  could  never  rest  with  the  statement, 
a  and  b  both  cause  c.  It  would  always  remain  a  problem 
to  find  the  unknown  similarity  between  what  seemed  to 
be  different  cases.  (This  is  the  same  principle  that  forms 
the  philosophical  basis  of  the  atomic  theory.)  No  solu- 
tion of  a  problem  of  causation  can  rest  complete  until  we 
have  reduced  the  laws  of  nature  to  terms  that  call  for  no 
further  analysis.  But  a  deeper  (an  epistemological)  justi- 
fication can  be  found,  in  fact  is  really  presupposed,  in  the 
foregoing  argument.  When  given  any  event,  we  try  to 
discover  its  effect ;  likewise  when  given  an  effect,  we 
search  for  some  event,  its  cause.  Were  it  not  true  that 
the  same  cause  has  ever  the  same  effect,  we  should  never 
be  able  to  predict  the  effect ;  and  likewise  were  it  not  true 
that  the  same  effect  has  the  same  cause,  we  should  not  be 
able  to  determine  wliat  had  ])een  tlie  cause.  That  is,  just 
as  the  principle  by  which  we  know  the  future  asserts  that 
causes  have  always  the  same  effects  ;  so  also  does  the  prin- 
ciple by  which  we  know  the  [jast  assert  that  effects  have 
always  the  same  causes.  In  short,  the  principle  of  causa- 
tion reads  l>oth  ways.  Under  the  same  conditions  the 
same  result  follows,  and  the  same  result  foUows  only 
under  the  .sume  conditions. 
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THE   CAUSAL    KELATION    JiETWEEN    MIND   AND   BODY  ^ 

Having  formulated  the  principles  of  causation,  we  turn 
to  the  more  specific  problem  of  the  causal  relation  be- 
tween the  two  great  classes  of  things, —  minds  and  bodies. 
On  coming  to  our  new  field  of  reflection,  we  find  two  rival 
theories  already  there  disputing  the  mastery.  The  one 
theory,  that  of  interaction,  maintains  that  mind  and  body 
are  causally  related,  that  body  acts  on  mind,  and  mind  on 
body.  The  other  theory,  that  of  parallelism,  claims  that 
mind  does  not  act  on  body  or  body  on  mind,  but  that  both 
lead  a  life  of  uniform  coexistence.  The  mind  changes  in 
accordance  with  the  changes  of  the  bod}^  and  the  body  in 
accordance  with  the  changes  of  the  mind.  But  both  series 
of  changes,  the  mental  and  the  bodily,  are  ultimately  inde- 
pendent the  one  of  the  other.  They  simply  run  along  in 
parallel  uniformity. 

Professor  Paulsen,  a  leading  advocate  of  parallelism, 
states  its  argument  as  follows :  — 

"Two  forms  of  the  relation  between  physical  and 
psychical  occurrences  are  conceivable  after  we  have 
excluded  the  relation  of  identity.  We  can  have  either  a 
causal  relation  or  a  relation  of  mere  coexistence  in  time. 

"  We  must  first  elucidate  the  two  conceptions.     Let  us 

'  Parallel  Reading. 

The  student  should  not  fall  to  read  Paulsen,  Introduction,  pp.  83-91. 
Cf.  also  Stout,  Manual  of  Psychology,  Chapter  III,  Sections  3,  4,  and  5 ; 
EbbinRhaus,  Grundzuge  der  Psychologie,  Leipzig,  1902,  Section  4. 

Against  Parallelism,  cf.  Ward,  Naturalism  and  Agnosticism,  Lectures 
XI.  XII,  and  XIII.  Also  Spaulding,  Eeitrage  zur  Kritik  des  psycho- 
pbysi-schen  Parallelismus  vom  Standpunkte  der  Energetik.     Halle,  1900. 

274 


THE    CAUSAL   RELATION    BETWEEN    MLND   AND   BoDY     275 

imagine  with  Leibniz  the  skull  of  an  animal  or  man  to  be 
as  large  as  a  mill.  Suppose  one  could  walk  around  in  it 
and  observe  the  processes  in  the  brain  as  one  can  observe 
the  movements  of  the  machinery  and  the  cogging  of  the 
wheels  in  the  mill.  What  brain-processes  would  the  ob- 
server expect  to  see  according  to  each  of  the  two  theories? 

''The  adherent  of  the  parallelistic  theory  must  evidently 
expect  the  following.  The  pliysical  processes  in  the  brain 
form  a  closed  causal  nexus.  One  would  see  as  little  of 
psychical  processes,  of  ideas  and  thoughts,  as  in  the  move- 
ments of  the  mill.  A  man  ciosses  the  street.  Suddenly 
his  name  is  called  ;  he  turns  around  and  walks  toward  the 
person  who  called  him.  The  omniscient  physiologist 
would  explain  the  whole  process  in  a  purely  mechanical 
way.  He  would  show  how  the  physical  effect  of  the 
sound-waves  upon  the  organ  of  hearing  excited  a  definite 
nervous  process  in  the  auditory  nerve,  how  this  process 
was  conducted  to  the  central  organ,  liow  it  released  certain 
physical  processes  there  which  finally  led  to  the  innervation 
of  certain  groups  of  motor  nerves,  the  ultimate  result  of 
which  was  the  turning  and  movement  of  the  body  in  the 
direction  of  tiie  sound-waves.  All  these  occurrences 
together  combine  into  an  unbroken  chain  of  physical  pro- 
cesses. Alongside  of  this,  another  process  occunod  of 
which  the  physiologist  as  such  sees  nothing  and  needs  to 
know  nothing,  with  whi(  h.  liowever,  he  is  acquainted  as 
a  thinking  being  who  interprets  his  j)ercepts;  there  are 
auditory  sen.sations  which  aroused  ideas  and  feelings. 
The  person  called  heard  his  name;  he  turned  around  in 
order  to  discover  wlio  called  him  and  why  he  w.'is  addressed  ; 
he  perceived  an  old  accpiaintanee  and  went  to  greet  him. 
These  occurrences  accompany  the;  j)hysical  series  without 
interfering  witli  it;  jKirception  and  presentation  are  not 
members  of   the   physical  causal  series. 

"The  cjise  would  Im;  diffeient  if  the  theory  of  inteiartion 
were  correct.      The  adherent  of  this  iheory   must  expect 
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the  physical  process  to  be  interrupted  at  certain  points  — 
at  siu'li,  namely,  at  wliicli  psychical  occurrences  enter  as 
nuMulwrs  of  the  causal  series.  If  nervous  movement  is  the 
cause  of  the  sensation,  it  must  vanish  as  such,  and,  in  its 
place,  sensation  must  appear.  The  motion  of  the  ball  a 
iuvs  as  its  effect  the  motion  of  the  ball  b,  that  is,  the  first 
motion  disappears,  and  in  its  stead  there  appears  an  eipial 
delinite  motion  of  the  second  ball.  A  motion  produces 
heat,  that  is,  the  motion  vanishes,  and  in  its  stead  there 
appears  a  detinite  amount  of  heat.  The  same  would  have 
to  happen  in  our  case :  instead  of  a  lost  movement  there 
would  appear  a  sensation,  or  an  idea  of  definite  intensity 
and  quality,  as  its  equivalent.  The  idea  is  not,  however, 
an  object  of  external  observation ;  ideas  and  feelings  can- 
not be  seen  as  such  or  be  discovered  by  the  methods  of 
natural  science  at  all.  For  the  physicist  there  would  then 
be  a  break  in  the  causal  chain ;  a  link  would  be  wanting 
from  the  physical  series.  Should  our  materialistic  philoso- 
pher refuse  to  grant  this,  holding  that  the  idea  in  turn  i^ 
also  something  physical,  some  form  or  other  of  motion,  he 
would  thereby,  of  course,  prove  untrue  to  his  hypothesis 
and  go  over  to  the  parallelistic  theory.  For,  if  he  were 
right,  the  natural  scientist  would,  of  course,  be  concerned 
only  with  the  physical,  and  could  ignore  the  fact  that  the 
process  has  as  its  concomitant  a  state  of  consciousness. 
The  physical  effect  and  not  the  sensation  as  such  would 
then  l)e  the  equivalent  and  effect  of  the  physical  cause. 
'*  These  are  the  two  po.ssible  conceptions.  Which  of 
them  is  true? 
TTMidortrine  "  This  question,  being  a  question  of  facts,  can  be  decided 
•ction'^  ^^^y  ^y  experience.  In  themselves,  both  views  are  con- 
coofliru  ceivable.  Has  experience  settled  the  matter?  I  think  no 
the  contsr*^  ^^^  ^^^^  claim  that  final  observations  have  been  made  by 
ration  of  en-  which  either  one  of  these  conceptions  would  exclude  the 

•rjfy.  hence  ,  i>     i  .,, 

majt  be        Other.     1  erhaps  they  will  never  be  made.     Observations 
rejected.        and  experiments  are  powerless  in  the  presence   of   these 
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unapproachable  and  most  complicated  processes  of  organic 
life. 

"  Nevertheless,  the  natural  scientist  will  not  long  be  in 
doubt  as  to  which  notion  to  clioose.  He  will  say  that  the 
analogy  of  combined  experience  leads  him  to  assume  a 
continuity  of  physical  processes  even  in  this  case.  He 
would  regard  it  as  a  presumptuous  and  impi-acticable 
demand  to  iissume  that  motion  is  tmnsformed,  not  into 
another  form  of  motion,  not  into  potential  physical  energy, 
but  into  something  that  does  not  exist  at  all  physically. 
Transformation  of  motion  or  force  into  thought,  into  {)ure 
states  of  consciousness,  would  for  the  natural  scientitic 
view  be  nothing  but  the  destruction  of  energy.  Similarly, 
the  origination  of  motion  from  a  purely  mental  element, 
for  example,  from  the  idea  of  a  wish,  would  in  physics  be 
equivalent  to  creation  out  of  nothing.  Consequently  he 
would  be  forced  to  accept  the  parallelistic  theoiy  instead  of 
the  other  which  assumes  a  causal  relation."  ^ 

The  dispute  between  these  two  parties  amounts,  ulti-   Hm  what  is 
mately,  to  a  question  of  fact.     If  we  take  some  external   "H"»"<«^iy 

.  till-  jMiiut  at 

Stimulus  a,  does   it  result  in  a  brain  (or  better,  physical)   issm-  •/ 

state  /'  and  a  mental  state  B,  or  docs  it  result  only  in  H  f  J'  iHaques- 

^  •  tuiii  (if  fact, 

State  /',  of  course,  by  hypothesis  is  the  full  physical  cfl'cct    ikii  one  of 

r  1  ..1     it       1  r      1        •      1     '  -•  causation. 

ot  a  m  accordance  with  the  laws  oi  i)hysual  conservation. 

Now  according  to  the  intei-actionists,  brain  state  !>  does 
not  occur,  but  only  mental  state  B^  whereas  tiic  parallclists 
maintain  tliat  lH)t]i  h  and  B  result. 

Our  prcjblem  is  to  settle  tiiis  (juestion.      I»ut  lirsl  k-t  us    Min.i  and 
mark  its  bearinjj  on  the  ceneral  law  of  causation.    Clearly,   '*'"'>  iiro 
no  matter  which  [)arty  is  right,  there  is  a  causal  relation    rtiunjii". 
between  a  and    B ;    for    l)oth  maintain   a  necessary    uni- 
formity   of    coexistence  and   secjuenco    between    tlic   two 
worlds  of  mind  and  matter,  and  this  is  all  we   mean  by 
causation.      Neither   [tarty  tlien   denies  the  ultimate  unity 
of  the  universal  system  of  causation.      If  they  did,  clearly 
■  Paulsen,  Intruduclion,  pp.  85-80. 
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Conclusion. 


WO  sbonlil  have  two  n-drlds  —  not  twn  worlds  in  the  popu- 
lar sense,  but  two  alisoliilt;  worlds  in  tlie  [)liilosophical 
sense.  Thou  again,  the  uiiitoriuity  that  is  granted  by 
both  partiovs  to  obtain  between  the  two  worlds  would 
nooil  explanation.  The  only  conceivable  explanation,  as 
wo  have  seen  in  contending  against  pluralism,  is  to  grant 
the  ultimate  unity  of  the  two  worlds.  In  short,  the  dual- 
ism between  mind  and  matter  is  not  a  dualism  of  sub- 
stance, namely,  a  pluralism.  The  same  infinite  eternal 
substance  manifests  itself  in  both  orders  of  being,  and 
determines  their  character.  Both  follow  necessarily  as 
consequents  of  the  previous  states  in  which  substance  has 
manifested  itself ;  and  further,  since  the  world  at  large  is 
involved  in  every  act  of  causation,  the  body  is  as  funda- 
mentally in  causal  relation  M^th  the  mind  and  the  mind 
with  the  body  as  are  any  two  bodies  with  each  other. 
Neither  party  need  dispute  this  proposition  ;  and  if  they 
did,  we  should  have  to  refer  them  to  the  earlier  problems 
that  we  have  brought  up  and  attempted  to  solve. 

Thus  we  maintain  against  both  schools  that  they  should 
not  state  their  problem  as  they  do.  Let  the  problem  be 
stated  not  as  one  of  causation,  but  as  a  problem  ques- 
tioning the  existence  of  a  fact,  as  we  have  symbolized  it, 
the  existence  of  b.  Does  b  exist,  is  it  a  fact?  Yes,  the 
parallelist  is  in  the  right  if  we  believe  in  the  conservation  of 
motion,  and  in  the  dualistic  view  that  mind  is  non-spatial. 
The  quantity  of  motion  cannot  alter,  and  hence  the 
result  of  a  does  not  involve  a  loss  of  motion.  If  this 
motion  be  not  in  the  brain,  then  it  must  be  elsewhere ;  and 
that  would  mean  that  the  brain  is  not  the  only  physical 
©rgan  directly  connected  with  our  mental  life. 

Thus  the  problem  should  be  decided  rather  in  favor  of 
both.  The  relation  between  mind  and  body  is  causal,  but 
there  is  also  that  physical  effect  claimed  by  the  parallelist. 
This  view  gives  the  physiologist  all  he  need  desire  in  the 
theory  of  parallelism.     The  presence   of   brain   event   6, 
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coexisting  with  B,  and  being  the  full  mechanical  equiva- 
lent of  a  enables  him  to  adopt  the  automaton  theory  of 
nervous  action.  From  beginning  to  end  he  may  still  ex- 
plain nervous  action  mechanically. 

Yet,  on  the  other  hand,  the  mental  state  B  is  to  the 
psychologist  the  effect  of  a.  There  is  no  other  fact  re- 
vealed to  him  to  which  he  can  refer  as  the  cause  of  5, 
and  there  is  no  reason  why  he  should  cease  to  do  so. 
In  short,,  the  stimulus  a  has  as  its  effect  a  twofold  events 
a  brain  state  b  and  a  mental  state  B.  b  is  the  mechanical 
equivalent  of  a,  and  forms  the  physical  event  coexisting  with 
B.      Thus  b  and  B  are  truly  parallel  or  coexisting  events. 


CHAPTER   XXXI 


PANI'SYCHISM 

Onr  new  In  accordance  with  the  foregoing  chapter,  we  must  as- 

g^'*™  •  sume  that  mental  life  exists  parallel  to  certain  of  our  brain 

menui  life  states.     The  one  infinite  substance  in  its  eternal  course  of 

«iat  not  manifestations  reveals  itself  at  this  point  in  a  twofold  way, 

parmiiei  a.s  mind  and  as  body.     But  why  at  this  point  only?    Why 

mrtiritv  but  docs  substaucc  manifest  itself  as  mind  only  in  connection 

****  with   certain    molecular   activities  (if   such   they   be)   in 

all  physical  things  called  brains?     "Why?"  do  you  ask?     Who  said 

»cUTity?  j,^  Qj,  ^|j^j.g  g^^,  gQ  9     You  and  I  know  that  a  mental  life 

exists   in  connection  with  our  bodies ;    and  as  we  have 


seen,  by  analogy  we  believe  that  a  similar  life  exists  in 
connection  with  the  bodies  of  our  fellow-men  and  the 
higher  animals.  "  By  analogy,"  we  say,  because  the  only 
evidence  is  the  likeness  of  their  bodies  and  of  their  actions 
to  our  own.  But  mark  well,  such  conclusions  are  positive, 
not  negative.  They  tell  us  consciousness  exists  in  connec- 
tion with  the  bodies  of  these  fellow-men  and  animals. 
They  do  not  tell  us  that  consciousness  exists  nowhere 
else.  That  question  must  be  left  open,  or  we  have 
exceeded  the  limits  of  our  evidence. 

If,  then,  our  conclusion  that  mental  life  is  a  manifesta- 
tion parallel  to  certain  physical  events  leaves  it  an  open 
question  whether  or  not  consciousness  exists  elsewhere ; 
what  shall  we  say  in  reply  to  the  new  question,  —  Do  mental 
states  exist  even  where  we  have  no  very  definite  outward 
evidence?  Does  mental  life  exist  not  merely  in  connec- 
tion  with    these    particular   physical    events    called  brain 
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states,  but  does  it  exist  in  connection  with  all  the  physical 
world  ? 

The  affirmative  answer  to  this  question  is  called  Pan- 
p8i/chis7n.  We  can  do  no  better  than  to  listen  to  the 
words  of  one  of  its  most  eloquent  and  able  advocates.  Pro- 
fessor Paulsen.  After  defending  the  parallelistic  theory, 
he  proceeds  with  his  argument  by  drawing  panpsychism  as 
the  logical  conclusion.^ 

^  First  of   all,  let   us    consider   the    guiding  principle.    The  Argx^. 
How  can  we  at  all  decide  as  to  the  presence  of  psychical  p^^y^^ 
processes?      The    answer    is    self-evident.      We    become  chism. 
immediately  aware  of   our   existence    only  at  one   point, 
namely,    in    our   self-consciousness.      I    can    never   know 
through  immediate  observation  that,  besides  the  sensations, 
ideas,  and  volitions  which  I  experience  in  myself,  similar 
processes  occur   in  the  world.      What  my  neighbor  feels  it  is 
and  thinks,  I  do  not  know  by  observation,  but  by  infer-  n^iI.'inJentiu 
ence ;    all  that   I   see  is  a  physical    phenomenon.     I    see   i>f''  •" 
movements  and  gestures,  hear  sounds  which  proceed  from    '      ^    ' 
a  body  like  mine,  but  I  see  no  feelings  and  ideas ;  and  no 
microscope  or  telescope  can   helj)  me  to  see  them.     The 
feelings  and  ideas  I  add  in  thought  by  inferring  from  the 
analogy  of  the  lK)dily  processes  which  I  see,  the  existence 
of  analogous  mental  processes,  which  I  do  not  see. 

"How  far  may  this  inference  be  extended?  The  popu- 
lar view  answers,  as  was  said  before,  —  .\s  far  as  animal  life 
extends.  Animals  ai(;  animated  lu-ings  ;  all  other  objects 
—  metals,  stones,  jilants  — an*  not  animated  ;  they  are  mere 
bodies.  At  the  most,  plantw  might  jiossibly  be  considered  jus 
having  souls,  but  not  seriously.  The  plant-soul  is  a  dieam 
of  cliilflish  fancy. 

'  Tlio  Hludfril  HhoiiUl  not  fail  in  rt-ad  tlio  wiittlc  of  thJH  HPCtion  from 
wliirli  I  am  about  U)  (|iiolc'.      I'aiilMMi,  Iritro<lurti<>n,  jip.  87-110. 

TIiIh  universal  parailflisru  lin«  Ixtm  IaukIiI  «'i'|>»'cially  by  two  other 
[)liiloH«»pliPrH.  —  .'Spinoza  aiul  Frrlincr.  (Cf.  I'aulHfn'H  t4'Xt  and  foot- 
notc«. )     Cf.  al80  Kcchner,  Uebcr  dii-  Seeleiifm^e,  I<eipzig,  1801. 


are  rontiDU 
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"This  view  ihiims  to  be  the  self-evident  and  onl}''  pos- 
sible view,  but  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  its  assurance 
exceeds  the  force  of  its  arguments.     Indeed,  it  is  purely 
arbitnirv. 
^.^Tlbc^fi»         "In    the  Hist   place,  how  far   does    the    animal   world 
°"*^*,'^        extend?     Is  it  separated  by  a  fixed  boundary  from  the 

bound&r)-  '■  •'  lie  i 

b«.tw.N.n  rest  of  the  corporeal  world,  particularly  from  the  vegetable 
Junw'*bl.'th  kingdom?  C'ommon  opinion  presupposes  this.  It  divides 
kinjcdoma  the  corporeal  world  into  three  distinct  kingdoms,  in  ac- 
cordance with  old  scholastic  concepts  —  into  animal,  vege- 
table, and  mineral  kingdoms.  But  modern  biology  has 
obliterated  these  fixed  lines ;  here,  too,  it  is  confronted 
with  the  proposition  that  nature  makes  no  leaps.  Though 
the  animal  and  vegetable  kingdoms  differ  greatly,  they 
aiiproacli  each  other  very  closely  on  the  lower  stages  of 
development.  There  are  numerous  lower  forms  of  life 
which  have  the  characteristics  neither  of  true  animals  nor 
of  true  plants.  A  separate  group,  the  group  of  the  protista, 
has  been  formed  for  them,  an  intermediate  kingdom  in 
which  plant  and  animal  meet.  If  there  is  no  fixed  boun- 
dary line  between  the  animal  and  vegetable  worlds,  if  we 
are  obliged  to  regard  them  as  two  branches  grown  on  one 
stem,  the  question  is  forced  on  us,  —  Are  plants  also  bearers 
of  psychical  life?  Everybody  concedes  an  inner  life  to 
animals,  even  to  the  lowest  forms,  however  far  removed 
they  may  be  from  the  higher  forms.  We  cannot,  without 
being  arbitrary,  refuse  to  admit  that  the  protista,  the  plant- 
animals  or  animal-plants  in  which  the  animal  world  gradu- 
ally vanishes,  also  have  an  inner  life.  Hence  the  inference 
is  obvious :  Just  as  there  is  no  fixed  line  of  demarcation 
between  the  animal  and  the  plant  worlds,  so  there  is  no 
fixed  limit  to  psychical  life.  Soul-life  may  extend  over 
the  entire  organic  world.   .  .  . 

"The  further  question  arises  at  the  conclusion  of  this 
discussion :  Have  we  reached  the  end,  is  the  parallelism 
between  physical  and  psychical   processes  limited  to  the 
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organic  world?  Or  is  there  any  meaning  in  the  statement 
of  the  philosophei"S  mentioned  l^efore,  that  it  holds  univer- 
sally ;  that  wherever  physical  processes  are  given  they 
point  to  an  inner  being? 

''  Let  me  suggest  a  few  facb>  which  may  at  least  show  and  like- 
that  the  question  is  not  as  absurd  as  at  tirst  siofht  it  seems   ^^'^'-'^^^ 

^  o  orf^amc  and 

to   popular  thought.     The  organic  and    inorganic    bodies   iiiDrganic 
form,  not  two  separate  worlds,  but  a  unitary  whole  in  con-  Jl.'.'t'^esse"-^ 
stant   interaction.     There  is  no    difference  in   substance ;   ''='"y  ^w"- 
organic  bodies  are  composed  of   the  same  ingredients   of  i.o.omes  the 
which  inorganic    lx)dies    consist.     The    carbon,    nitrogen,  "'■^'-''■• 
hydrogen,  and  oxygen  of  whicli  a  plant  or  animal  body 
consists  are  identical  with  the  substances  found  in  inor- 
ganic constructions.     Matter,  therefore,  is  capable  of  or- 
ganization, and  this    organization  is   a   state  of    unstable 
equilibrium,  in  wliich  the  particles  of  matter  continually 
change,  the   form    remaining  the    same.      (Organic    bodies 
constantly  give  off  and  take  up  matter.      After  a  certain 
space  of   time,  a   complete  change    of   matter    has    taken 
place;  new  elements  now  appear  as  the  bearers  of  organic 
and  p.sychical  life.  —  Furthermore,  new  animal  and  plant 
bodies  are  constantly  arising.      A   few  handfuls  of   grain 
placed    in    the  earth  yield    a  bushel  of    wlicat ;  a  pair  of 
mice  left  alone  with  the  wheat  soon  change  it  into  liun- 
dreds    of    living    and    feeling   animal    bodies    with    souls. 
Wlience    came    these    souls'       Did    they    preexist    some- 
where, and    did  they  suddenly   |>ass  into  the    !)odies  pnv 
pared  for  them?     Or,  if  tiiis  conci'ption   rej)els  the  natuial 
Bcientist,  did  they  arise  by  the  division  of  the  parent  siml' 
Wliat  a  strange  and  unintelligible  notion  ! 

"And     how    did    soul-life     originate     to    begin     with.'    iii.- iii>;iior 
Modern  l)ioloey  i.s  forced  to  the  aHHumption  that  orifanic  ""'""''  "'" 
life  had  a  beginning  on  earth,  and  that  the  lirst  erejitions   ninmatciy 
arose     from     inorganie     niatUir,     Hjiontaneously,    through   |,','„r!!a„|,. 
parentless  generation.     \Vh(»ncn  did  psvchical  life  arise?  nmttnr. 

»      ,,         ..  r       1-  1         !•       .  1  •  .-1  nhould  \vi» 

Is  tiie  nrst  feeling  in   the  nrst  protoplamnic  particle  some- 
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thing  alin(»Uitt'lv  new,  sonictliinf,'  that  did  not  exist  before 
in  iinv  form,  oi  which  not  the  slightest  trace  was  to  be 
•Ml  of  found  U'fore ?  That,  of  course,  would  be  an  absolute  '  world- 
I,  riddle ' :  it  would  mean  a  creation  out  of  nothing,  and 
wouKl  Iwflie  the  natural  scientist  as  much  as  if  he  were 
expt'clfd  to  believe  that  the  protoplasmic  particle  itself 
was  created  out  of  nothing.  But  why  does  he  not  reject 
the  inconceivable  in  the  former  case  just  as  he  does  in  the 
latter?  He  assumes  that  organic  bodies  arise  from  pre- 
existing elements.  Entering  into  new  and  more  compli- 
cated combinations,  these  bodies  are  enabled  to  perform 
new  and  astonishing  functions.  Why  does  he  not  make 
the  same  natural  assumption  in  this  case  as  well,  and  say 
that  an  inner  life  was  already  present  in  germ  in  the  ele- 
ments, and  that  it  developed  into  higher  forms  ?  Indeed, 
hylozoism  is  a  conception  which  almost  irresistibly  forces 
itself  upon  modern  biology.  .  .  . 
the  "  Still,  the  objection  is  urged  :  Is  it  not  inconceivable 
that  lifeless,  rigid  matter  should  be  the  bearer  of  psychical 
.^iLitai.t  life?  And  is  not  the  very  condition  absent  here,  from 
uncTii  "  which  alone  our  previous  discussion  inferred  an  inner 
•rtivitviwe  life,  namely,  an  analogy  between  physical  processes  and 
•  (f.jj  those  of  our  own  body?  Do  we  not  miss  here  all  spon- 
i,...;c<r.  taneoiis  activity,  all  activity  coming  from  within? 

"It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  ourselves  responsible  for 
this  inconceivability,  because  we  have  formed  an  arbitrary 
conception  of  matter.  Having  once  defined  matter  as  an 
aggregate  of  atoms,  of  absolutely  hard  and  rigid  little 
blocks  that  are  moved  without  being  determined  from 
within,  by  pressure  and  impact  only,  we  naturally  find  it 
inconceivable  that  matter  should  be  determined  from 
within  and  should  move  by  inner  impulses.  But  what 
compels  us  to  form  such  a  concept?  Surely  not  the 
facts.  .  .  . 

"  Spontaneous  activity  everywhere !  Your  inert,  rigid 
matter,  movable  only  by  impact,  is  a  phantom  that  owes 


illlc   IS 
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ita    existence,    not    to    oljservation,    but    to    conceptual 
speculation.   .   .  . 

'•Hundreds  and  thousands  of  atoms  are  united  in  tlie 
molecule  into  a  system  that  preserves  a  more  or  less  stable 
equilibrium  by  tlie  mutual  interaction  of  its  parts,  and  at 
the  same  time  is  quickened  by  other  movements  —  by  such 
as  are  felt  by  us  as  light  and  lieat,  and  others,  which 
appear  in  electrical  processes.  And  this  system,  in  turn, 
is  in  constant  interaction  with  its  immediate  surroundings 
as  well  as  with  the  remotest  system  of  fixed  stars.  Is  it 
then  absurd  to  ask  whether  we  have,  corresponding  to 
this  wonderful  play  of  physical  forces  and  movements,  a 
system  of  inner  processes,  analogous  to  that  which  accom- 
panies the  working  of  the  parts  in  the  organic  body  ? 
May  not  attraction  and  repulsion,  of  wliich  physics  and 
chemistry  speak,  be  more  than  mere  words ;  is  there  not 
an  element  of  truth  in  the  speculation  of  old  Em[)edocles 
that  love  and  hate  form  tlie  motive  forces  in  all  things? 
Certainly  not  love  and  hatred  as  nu-n  and  animals  expe- 
rience them,  but  something  at  bottom  siniilai-  to  their  feel- 
ings, an  impulsive  action  of  some  kind.    .    .   . 

"  I  shall    touch  upon  another  point    in  this  place,  and    Mas-  wo  not 
shall  approach  it  from  another  side  later  on.      Is  there  a   '","'  "ven  of 
higher,  more  comprehensive  {wychical  life  than  that  which   than  ..ur 
we  experience,  just  as  then;  is  a  lower  one?     Our  body   "f ..ur.urtii, 
embraces  the  cells  as  elementary  organisms.      Wo  assume   <'f  "nr  s.iUr 
that    in    the    same    way  our    p-sychical  iito  embraces    the  Hygu-mn? 
iiuier   life  of  the  elementary  forms,  eml)ra(ing  in  it  their 
conscious  and  uinonscious  elcinrnts.      Our  Ixxly  again   is 
itnelf  part  of  a  hight-r  unity,  a  mendxT  of  tlu*  total  life  of 
our  plantt,  and  togetlirr  with   the   latter,  articulated  with 
a    more    conijtndjenHive    cosmieal    svstem,   an<l    ullimat^'ly 
articulated  with   the  All.      Is  unr  jtsychical  life  also  artic- 
ulaU;«l  with  a  hight;r  unity,  a  more  eotnjirehensive  syst<'m 
of  consciousness?     Aie  tin?  Hej»arate    heaviMily  lx)dieM,   to 
start  with,  bearers  of  a  unified  inner  life'     Are  tiie  stars. 
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is  the  earth  an  animateil  heing?  The  poets  speak  of  the 
earth-spirit  ;  is  that  more  than  a  poetic  metaphor?  The 
(Ireek  pliilosophers,  among  them  Phito  and  Aristotle, 
speak  of  jistral  spirits :  is  that  more  than  the  last  reflection 
of  a  dream  of  childish  fancy? 

"It  wonld  be  presumptuous  foolishness  to  treat  of  these 
subjects  in  dogmatic  detinitions  and  arguments.  Still,  it 
seems  to  me,  a  negative  dogmatism  is  equally  out  of  place. 
To  liim  who  knows  the  earth  solely  from  his  globe  as  a 
pasteboard  sphere,  or  from  his  book  as  a  huge  lump  with 
a  fiery,  liquid  interior  and  a  thin  rigid  crust,  —  to  him,  of 
course,  the  question  itself  will  seem  ridiculous  and  absurd. 
On  the  other  hand,  he  who  lives  in  the  real  world  himself, 
will  not,  if  he  is  at  all  endowed  with  a  little  imagination, 
find  it  so  difficult  to  conceive  the  world  as  a  large  ani- 
mated being.  Fechner's  whole  soul  is  given  to  that 
thought.  With  ever  changing  expressions  he  urges  his 
contemporaries,  at  last  to  awake  from  their  sleep  and  to 
contemplate  objects  with  a  clear  eye.  Does  not  the  earth 
really  live  a  universal  life  ?  Are  not  all  its  parts,  the 
liquid  interior  and  the  firm  crust,  the  ocean  and  the  atmos- 
phere, comprehended  into  a  great  whole  whose  parts  in- 
teract in  manifold  ways  and  yet  in  harmony?  Ebb  and 
flow,  day  and  night,  summer  and  winter,  are  they  not 
life-rhytlims,  similar  to  those  which  the  individual  life 
experiences,  or  rather,  do  not  animals  and  plants  with 
their  little  rhythmical  vital  processes  take  part  in  the 
great  life  of  the  earth  ?  Is  not  the  life  of  the  earth  mir- 
rored in  their  sleep  and  waking,  their  bloom  and  wither- 
ing, their  origin  and  decay?  Forsooth,  the  earth  is  not 
merely  a  point  of  support,  on  which  living  beings,  like 
grains  on  the  barn-floor,  accidentally  meet  each  other,  but 
the  womb  from  which  they  proceed.  The  animal  and 
plant  worlds  are  products  of  the  earth,  they  remain  mem- 
bers and  organs  of  its  life  as  much  as  cells  are  members 
and  organs  of   the   body.     The   geologist   interprets  the 
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history  of  the  earth  from  the  traces  of  the  organic  beings 
which  it  produced  in  every  epoch ;  the  geographei-  de- 
scribes the  earth  by  means  of  the  most  characteristic  liv- 
ing forms  in  every  zone.  These  determine  the  impression 
which  the  earth  makes  on  the  mind,  and  in  a  considerable 
measure  also  determine  its  very  shape.  Tlieir  life  is  a 
partial  process  of  the  total  life ;  matter  runs  in  a  contin- 
uous stream  tlirough  the  organic  bodies.  Why  should 
not  the  being  which  produces  all  living  and  animated 
beings  and  harbors  them  as  parts  of  its  life,  itself  be  alive 
and  animated  ?  "  ^ 

What  reply  shall  we  make  to  this  forceful   argument?   Criticism, 
There  is  only  one  part  tliat   excites  our  doubt.     Must  we  'ji„ ',.,,. 
suppose  that  there  is  such  a  complete  analogy  between  the  chixt-Anju- 
ultimate   physical   concomitant  of  our  mental   life  and  all 
physical  action  that  what  is  true  of  the  former  is  true  also 
of  the  latter  ?     At  firet  sight  it  certainly  seems  so.     Of  True,  we 

d^i  '^i^^^  ri-1  A.     Ill  list  (''■""t 

o  not  know  just  what  type  oi  physical  event  someanni- 

this  ultimate  concomitant  is.  lint  let  it  bo  what  it  mav  ;  'W  i«<tw..n 
we  are  forced  to  assume  that  it  is  a  motion  or  some  body,  ti.iuj^s ; 
In  .short,  all  pliysical  activity,  we  must  believe,  is  analogous 
ultimately  to  all  other,  that  is,  in  so  far  as  it  is  merely 
physical.  Therefore,  let  brain  activity,  or  whatever  else  it 
may  be,  Ik;  what  it  will  ;  it  is  analogous  in  its  purely  physi- 
cal properties  tf)  all  (tther  physical  events.  Hence  there 
is  bound  U)  l>e  the  ultimate  analogy  for  whieh  we  search. 

Now  if   the   two  phenomena  are  really  and  essentially 
analogous,   we    nuist    draw  tlu*    panjtsyehist's    conelusion. 
Hut  what  is  an  essential    analogv '.''      What  constitutes  an    but  «luit 
analogy  from   which   we   have   a  riglit    to  JwenlH!   to   one   ^  y.iii.i 

object  characteristics  reveale*!  to  us  in  an  analogous  ol)i(;ct?   •"•.-/""•'•"f 
■>  '  from  !/««.'• 

E.H.sential  analogy  can  mean  but  (»ne  thing,  or  the  argument  „„„.' 
M  thf)roughly  fallariouH ;    and   that  one   thing  is,  comjilfli- 
nimilaritif  in   that   rhment   rvhifh   ih  muHaUij  rclatvd  to  flir 
characterintic  in   f^ucstion. 

'  Prii1h«  II    I  hi  induction  U>  rhllcHio|iliy,  i>p.  IM-HiH. 
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Anr  wiai-  ^  is  like  a,  a  is  r,  therefore  i  is  x.     Not  a  bit  of  it !    First 

•«y  Tii'  "''*  you  must  show  us  wherein  f>  is  like  a.     This  pole  is  like 

»a»iiHr>«»      this  man,  this  man  walks,  therefore  this   pole  walks.     No, 

^^^'^        indeed.       The  man  and  the  pole  are  alike  in  being  six- 

n^.^i,,,ruy     footers,  but   this  common  characteristic  has  naught  to  do 

ihl.*p^!iirty   with  walking.     In  short,  for  the  argument  from  analogy 

Bt  iMue.        (Q  \y^  valid,  we  must  show  that  the  common  characteristics 

are  causally  related  to  the  predicate  we  wish  to  assert  in 

our  conclusion.^      If  x  is  true  of  b  because  it  is  true  of  a, 

this  must  be  so  because  x  is  necessarily  connected  with 

that  element  of   a  which  is  common  to  both  a  and  b. 

To  apply  this  conclusion  to  panpsychism,  the  whole 
problem  must  rest  upon  our  being  able  to  prove  that  con- 
sciousness is  necessarily  connected  with  that  element  of 
brain-activity  which  is  common  to  all  physical  manifesta- 
tions. Is  this  true  ;  can  we  show  it  to  be  so  ?  We  certainly 
cannot.  No  doubt  the  physical  concomitant  to  mental 
events  is  in  some  of  its  aspects  similar  to  all  types  of 
physical  action,  but  this  does  not  prove  it  to  be  similar  in 
those  aspects  which  are  essential  to  it  as  a  concomitant 
of  mental  events.  Using  the  same  argument  ive  might  prove 
that  everything  on  earth  is  blue!  No  doubt  there  is  an 
analogy  between  all  objects  blue  and  not  blue  ;  but  they 
are  not  necessarily  analogous  in  the  essential  element  in 
question. 
We  miMt  In  short,  all  that  panpsychism  has  ever  proved  is  that 

pnyrhUm  an  "^^  have  no  information  that  enables  us  to  draw  the  line 
••p*"  between    those   physical   manifestations   accompanied    by 

qoMlion.  .  l  j 

consciousness  and  those  not  so  accompanied.  There  is  no 
definite  break  between  our  human  brain  and  its  activities 
and   any  physical    event   you  may  wish  to    name.      The 

'  In  other  words,  there  is  no  ultimate  class  of  argument,  "argument 
from  analogy."  This  argument  to  be  valid  must  go  back  to  identity.  6 
is  like  a  must  mean  h  has  property  p,  and  a  is  a;  must  mean  a  Ls  i 
because  it  has  property  p.  In  short,  the  real  argument  is  :  b  is  p,  p  is  i, 
therefore  h  is  z. 
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braiu  in  its  origin  has  developed  out  of  cosmic  dust,  if  you 
will,  and  has  done  this  by  very  gradual  transformations. 
Nobody  knows  at  what  period  mental  event.s  began.  We 
have  no  information  that  will  tell  us.  Perhaps  they  did 
not  begin,  perhaps  they  are  as  universal  as  is  the  physical 
world  ;  and  then  again  perhaps  they  are  not.  The  argu- 
ment from  analogy  cannot  apply  unless  we  are  informed 
accurately  concerning  the  real  physical  coucomitiint  ui 
mental  events. 

Further,  this  is  a  problem  for  science  to  determine.     No   Km  it  is  a 
amount  of  reflection  will  give  us  the  information.    The  only  ^f^enoe" 
way  we  could  reach  a  panpsvchist  conclusion  by  reflection,   rather  than 

111  1  11  1  111-  1      ^"''  ">»''a- 

would  be  to  return  to  tlie  problem  we  liave  alreatiy  discussed,   physic*. 

whether  or  not  we  must  suppose  that  certain  elements  of 
mental  life  are  conserved  just  as  we  have  to  suppose  the 
conservation  of  mass  and  motion.  If  they  are  conserved, 
we  must  suppose  that  the  cosmic  tlust  wlience  our  brain 
may  ultimately  have  sjjrung  contained  psychic  elements. 
In  that  case  we  should  have  a  far  stronger  argument  for 
assuming  a  universal  mental  existence  beside  the  physical. 
But,  in  the  meantime,  we  have  no  more  right  to  say  that 
consciousness  is  an  event  universally  parallel  to  physical 
action  than  we  have  to  mainUiin  that  the  color  blue  is  uni- 
versal and  eternal.  (Jne  thing  that  nature  surely  shows 
UH,  is,  that  new  elements  do  arise,  for  example,  new  coloi-s. 
The  physics  of  one  color  is  analogous  to  the  j)hysies  of 
another  color  and  to  all  physical  action  ;  but  this  does  not 
make  one  color  the  sanu!  as  another,  nor  does  it  mako 
color  itself  universiil.  .\long  with  the  likeness  that  forms 
the  analogy  is  also  a  difference.  .Now  it  must  always  l>c  a 
question  whether  or  not  the  like  elements  or  tin*  unlike 
elements  form  the  true  correlat«!  of  the  color,  or,  in  our 
problem,  of  conriciousnesH.  In  lln;  cjwo  of  coloi  we  have 
every  reason  to  say  that  tin;  uidik«;  elenients  nujst  be,  at 
least  in  [)art,  their  physical  correlat*!.  I'herefore,  aecept- 
ing  even  an  extreme  meciianical  view  of  nature,  it  may  be 
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thiit   tilt'   iruo   jilivsical  conx'late  of  consciousness  is  often 

ilKsi'Mt. 

c<.!.. ...!..,  n.  riiiis  wi-  adopt  against  panpsycliism  the  following  con- 

ilusiuii.  The  panpsychist  must  show  that  the  physical 
con-elate  of  consciousness  is  universally  present  in  all 
physical  action  as  such.  This  may  be  true,  but  we  can 
tind  it  out  only  through  empirical  means  ;  and  how  indefi- 
nitely distant  are  we  from  doing  so !  We  have  everywhere 
witliin  the  world  the  constant  creation,  or  coming  into 
being,  of  new  elements,  such  as  the  secondary  qualities  for 
instance ;  and  if  one  element  of  the  world,  why  not  con- 
sciousness? This  does  not  make  consciousness  a  mere 
quality  of  matter;  but  an3-way,  what  if  it  did?  That  it 
does  not  we  have  shown  :  for  the  qualities  of  matter  are 
spatial,  whereas  consciousness  is  not  spatial.  The  only 
means  by  which  to  prove  through  philosophy  the  univer- 
sality of  consciousness  is  to  find  in  the  world  of  spirit 
some  principle  of  conservation.  This  question  we  have 
already  discussed,  and  we  have  shown  that  there  is  no 
such  principle.  Hence  our  final  conclusion :  The  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  mental  life  is  universal  is  one  that 
cannctt  be  learned  through  philosophic  reflection,  but  only, 
if  ever,  through  empiricul  science.  In  short,  the  question 
does  not  belong  to  philosophy  but  to  science. 


V.     COSMOGONY^ 
CHAPTER    XXXII 

CREATION  2 

In  ontology  and  cosmology  we  have  studied  two  of  tiic  r..sim.j;ony 
three  chief  problems  of  metaphysics,  —  the  essential  attri-  '""lj*f 
butes  and  the  ultimate  constitution  of  reality,  —  and  hence 
we  have  one  problem  remaining,  —  that  of  creation,  or  the 
coming  of  the  world  into  being.  The  discipline  of  phi- 
losophy devoted  to  the  solutirm  of  this  problem  is  called 
Cosmogony. 

Its  problems  may  be  grouped  under  three  heads;  for 
we  may  ask  concerning  the  genesis  of  the  world  as  a 
whole  much  the  same  (piestions  that  we  might  ask  con- 
cerning the  genesis  of  any  particular  object  such  as  our 
body,  a  house,  or  a  carpenter's  tool.  We  m:iy  inciuire, — 
first,  whence  came  it,  or  what  was  iti>  origin  ;  secondly, 
through  what  series  of  changes  does  it  go  after  it«  origin  ; 
what  is  it«  course  of  dc^velopment,  growth,  or  change; 
and  finally,  for  what  ultimate  pur{)ose  has  it  been  brought 
into  e.Kistence,  what   olTice   does  it    fulfil,  what  is  the  out- 

'  Pitrnllrl  Jifitiliny. 

For  many  of  Uie  topirH  to  bf  In'ntcd  uihIit  roHmopony  flu*  Htiidi'iil 
will  find  intcrt-HtinK  |><'ir!illrl  nailiiiK  in  i'liulHcn,  ItitriKliictioii,  Itnok  I, 
ChapU-r  II,  <-«p<-rially  S<-cli(iiiri  2,  '.'>,  and  4. 

'  IliMnrirnl  Si>tr. 

For  tilt!  Iiixtory  of  tlu-  tli<-oricM  of  creation  ilic  HtiidcMU  Hlioiild 
COHMiiit  tiio  liiHtorieii  of  pliiloHophy,  (>Mp<<oially  the  accoiinlH  ^'vcn 
of  the  HyntcrnH  of  tlin  following  mhmi,  —  AriKtolIc,  I'lotintiH,  Kl.  AiigiiHtine, 
I)e>icart<-H,  Mait-hrancho,  Berkeley,  Spinoza,  Leibniz,  Kant,  Ficht«, 
Schelling,  Hegel,  .Srho|K;nhaiier,  and  Sp«'ncer. 
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come  of  its  oxistoiuM',  wliat  is  its  end?  When  applied  to 
the  world,  tlie  tiret  question  is  called  the  problem  of  crea- 
tion, llie  second  the  problem  of  evolution  (cosmic  evo- 
lution), and  the  third  the  teleological  problem,  or  that  of 
the  end  or  purpose  of  the  world. 

Let  us  turn,  without  further  introduction,  to  the  problem 
of  creation. 

We  have  in  the  ancient  mythologies,  long  before  science 
had  its  birth  in  Greece,  accounts  of  how  the  world  came  into 
IxMng :  and,  as  might  be  expected,  they  tell  us  that  the  first 
stage  in  the  development  of  Greek  science  as  it  emancipated 
itself  from  religion  was  theology.  "Aryan  naturalism, 
modified  by  the  national  genius  and  the  physical  conditions 
under  which  it  developed,  forms  its  starting-point.  This 
naturalism  had  passed  the  period  of  infancy  long  before  the 
appearance  of  philosophy.  The  luminous  ether  (Diaus- 
Zeus),  the  sun  and  its  fire  (Apollo),  the  storm-cloud  and 
its  thunderbolts  (Pallas- Athene)  were  originally  taken 
for  the  gods  themselves.  Just  as  the  child  transforms  its 
surroundings  into  an  enchanted  world,  and  regards  its 
doll  and  wooden  horse  as  living  beings,  so  the  humanity- 
child  makes  nature  after  its  own  image.  For  the  con- 
temporaries of  Homer  and  Hesiod,  such  objects  are  merely 
the  sensible  manifestations  of  the  invisible  divinity  con- 
cealed behind  them,  a  being  that  is  similar  to  the  human 
soul  but  superior  to  it  in  power,  and,  like  it,  invested  with 
immortality.  The  gods  form  a  kind  of  idealized,  tran- 
scendent humanity,  whose  vices  as  well  as  virtues  are 
magnified.  The  world  is  their  work,  their  empire,  the 
theatre  of  their  wishes,  defeats,  and  triumphs.  Man, 
whom  they  envy  rather  than  love,  exists  for  their  pleas- 
ure. They  are  the  highest  personifications  of  the  will-to- 
live  and  are  jealous  of  their  unquestioned  superiority; 
hence  they  deny  him  perfect  happiness.  The  most  assid- 
uous worship,  the  richest  sacrifices,  the  most  perfect 
fidelity,    cannot    move    them    when    our    prosperity    dis- 
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pleases  them.  Hence  the  mehincholy  which  breathes 
in  the  gnomic  poetry  of  a  Solon  or  a  Theognis,  who  prefer 
death  to  life,  and  esteem  them  happy  who  have  never 
been  born,  or  who  die  young. 

'•In  the  measure  in  which  the  moral  conscience  is 
developed  and  refined,  religious  ideas  are  transformed 
and  spiritualized.  The  gods  of  Homer,  who  reflect  the 
exuberant,  vei-satile,  and  quarrelsome  youth  of  the  Hel- 
lenic nation,  are  succeeded  by  the  just  and  wise  gods,  the 
creations  of  its  riper  manhood  (Pindar,  yEschylus,  and 
So[)liocles).  This  ({ualUative  transformation  of  the  reli- 
gious ideas  is  accompanied  by  a  (juandtutive  tmnsformation. 
Polytheism  aims  at  greater  simplicity.  The  good,  which 
the  will  jjerceives  as  its  highest  end,  is  synonymous  with 
harmony,  and  harmony  means  unity  in  divei-sity.  Reli- 
gious and  moral  progress  is  in  consequence  a  progress  in  a 
unitary  and  monotheistic  direction. 

''The  moral  consciousness,  which  among  the  Greeks  is 
identical  with  the  sense  of  the  beautiful,  linds  a  powerful 
ally  in  reason  and  its  natural  tendency  to  unity,  (iuided 
}>y  the  nionistic  instinct,  theology  asks  itself  the  (jucstion,  — 
Who  is  tiie  oldest  of  tiie  gods,  and  in  what  order  do  tliey 
spring  from  their  connnctn  Father?  and  receives  an 
answer  in  the  theogonies  of  Ilesiod.  Pherecydes  of  Syros, 
and  Orpheus.  Here,  for  the  fii-st  time,  tlie  philosophical 
spirit  finds  satisfaction ;  these  fantastic  conceptions  are 
anticipations  of  tlu;  rational  explanation  of  nature. 

"  To  cons(;ience  and  iciuson  a  third  factor,  exj)erience,  is 
added.  This,  too,  a,ssisls  in  the  transformation  of  religious 
ideas,  by  demonstrating,  with  increasing  evidence,  the 
iuipo.ssil)ility  of  ex[)laining  all  phenomena,  without  excep- 
tion, by  capricious  wills.  Tlu;  faclH  of  mathematics,  Intcauso 
of  their  univeixality  and  neccHsity,  espi'cially  defy  theolog- 
iciil  interpretation  ;  how  ind«re(l  can  we  assume  tin*  fact 
that  twi(Mr  two  is  four  or  that  the  three  angles  of  ii  triangle 
are  equ.d  to  two  right  angles,  to  Ik;  the  result  of  caprice 
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;uul  Mol  i)f  rtlwoluto  necessity?  In  llie  same  way  the 
obscrvrtlion  i)f  iustronoinical  and  physical  facts,  and  tlicir 
constant  regiihirity  and  periodicity,  gives  rise  to  the  idea 
of  a  Will  that  is  superior  to  the  whims  of  the  gods,  of  an 
imnuitahle  .lustice,  of  a  divine  Law,  of  a  supreme  Intelli- 
genee.  The  pioneers  of  philosophy,  men  like  Thales, 
Xenophanes  and  Pythagoras,  who  were  the  first  to  pro- 
test against  theological  anthropomorphism,  were  likewise 
nialheniaticians,  naturalists,  and  astronomers,  if  we  may  so 
designate  men  who  had  an  elementaiy  knowledge  of  the 
coui-se  of  the  stars,  the  properties  of  numbers,  and  the 
nature  of  bodies."  ^ 
In  my-  In  the  primitive  myths  creation  is  often  analogous  to 

Uioiop-         birth.     The  world  and  even  the  f^ods  are   born,  broufjht 

rr«Atii>n  is  fc>  '  t> 

an  event  in  forth  from  souic  parent  god.  Whereas  the  tendency  of  a 
abfc.iu't«  "  hiter  theology  is  to  separate  more  and  more  the  world  from 
teriaQing.  (iod,  and  to  make  the  act  of  creation  less  and  less  analo- 
gous to  biith  or  to  human  manufacture.  According  to  the 
second  chapter  of  Genesis,  God  "  formed  man  of  the  dust 
of  the  ground,  and  breathed  into  his  nostrils  the  breath  of 
life."  Whereas  in  the  first  chapter,  a  loftier  and  therefore 
probably  later  conception,  we  are  told  that  God  talked  to  the 
waste  and  void,  and  they  obeyed  him  by  passing  from  chaos 
into  the  ordered  world.  Yet  in  all  early  theology  creation 
is  looked  upon  as  a  deed  done  after  the  manner  of  human 
acts  and  human  intelligence.  It  is,  like  any  other  event,  an 
event  in  time.  It  is  not  an  absolute  besrinninor.  In  fact, 
the  world  is  often  represented  as  existing  beforehand  in  a 
chaotic  form  ;  and  creation  is  described,  not  as  the  coming 
into  being  of  the  universe,  but  rather  of  its  order.  The 
world  comes  into  existence  out  of  chaos  by  means  of  an 
ordering  power,  the  supreme  deity. 

In  later  days,  when  philosophic  thought  arises,  the 
act  of  creation  is  separated  more  and  more  from  all  other 
acts.     Creation  is  thought  of  as  absolute.     It  is  no  longer 

'  Weber,  History  of  Philosophy,  pp.  17  ff. 
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regarded  0:5  an  event  in  time.     It  is  no  longer  the  mere 
ordering  of  cliaos  into  a  cosmos. 

Tlie  moment  this  new  conception  is  received  and  under-  The  prob- 
stood,  a  fundamental   ditliculty   arises;  and  so  great  has  I'iJ^of*^™^ 
been   this  difficulty  that  even    until  now  the  teachei"S  of  absolute 
cosmogony  have  been  divided  into  two  conflicting  schools,  •nu.'ism  a^d 
If  creation  wi\s  an  absolute  l^eginning  of  the  world,  how   I'aiitLeism. 
did  it  come  into  being?     On  the  one  hand  we  may  main- 
tain that  God  created  the  world  out  of  nothinj;,  and  that 
God  lives  entirely  apart  from  the  world.     Or,  on  the  other 
hand,  we  may  maintain  that  we  are  unable  to  separate  (lod 
and  the  world,  and  tliat  the  world  is  just  as  eternal  as  is 
God,  tliat  it  is  ultimately  (iod's  manifestation  of  himself. 
In  short,  we  may  have  two  schools,  the  one  theistic,  the 
other  pantheistic. 

riie  theist  teaches  that  the  world's  creation  was  a  crea- 
tion out  of  nothing.     Hut  the  pantheist  replies:  Unless  we 
regard  this  creation  as  an  act  in  time,  that  iij,  as  an  event 
in  the  eternal  life  of  God,  Ijefore  which  (iod  existed  and 
the  world  did  not  exist,  how  does  it  differ  from  creation  Jis 
dcscrilxjd  in  my  theory?     If  the  world  had  a  Ix'ginning  in   Tiiccrontion 
time,  we  are  called  upon  to  jjive  an  explanation  Imw  it   "'*•'"'«'" ^7 
came  into  l>eing;  but  to  explain  liow  it  came  into  being   n'.i  un 
would  then  require  a  study,  not  of  the  wnrl.l  merch .  hut    i„.^i„ning. 
of  (fod  and  of  God's  life  Ixifore  ever  the  world  was.     I'ntil 
we    uiuhM-stood  iiow   God  came    to  create    the   worhi,   we 
could  Mut  undei*stand  lh<*  eiiMtion   itself.      ///  x/iort,  sur/i  a 
crrafion  in  no  afmolitft-  /in/iiiitiiii/,  irfirrriiH  huimm  rriiH'Hi  trlh 
UH  tlint  to  //»■  rri'ttt'inn  tJtf  fii'ifinnim/  iiuint  hf  o/tHo/uff.     Tlmt  in, 
the  rt-iil  jii'ithhrn  of  creation  would  have  to  l><-  rhiiutft'il  from 
one  t'oni'fniim/  the  /nyi/miiof  of  our  wor/il  to  ouf  ankinij  thf 
ori'/in  of  trod'H  lif'r  :  nml  likf  the  old  mi/tholotflfx,  Iih  m,J„- 
tioH  would  have  to  diHcunii  the  orijin  of  the  deity. 

Thii.s  the  creation  that  philoHophy  can  aej-cpt  \\n  a  true   «;r«<aiion 

creation  cannot  lie  an  event  in  time  preceded  bv  itH  (rau.se,   '*"»""' ^ 

'  •  un  ovent  IB 

for  the  cau.se  of  Huch  an  event  would  it.self  have  to  bo   »ii»o 
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iffpirdcil  :is  Ji  uumc  ovi'ut,  tlmt  is,  as  a  mere  change  (in 
tinu' )  of  tliat  wliifli  cxisU'tl  bcfoirhand,  and  so  as  a  change 
in  the  lift'  of  (ioil.  Creation  must  be  an  absolute  begin- 
ning, or  oMo  tiiat  ih)cs  not  involve  any  previous  existence 
as  its  explanation.  It  must  be  an  absolute  beginning,  one 
bevond  which  the  human  reason  does  not  need  to  go  in 
order  to  be  satisfied. 

On  this  account  theists  have  tended  to  say  that  creation 
was  timeless.  It  was  before  all  time  (really  a  contradic- 
tion in  terms),  which, of  course,  means  it  was  not  an  event 
at  all.  But  if  this  be  so,  then  the  world  is  like  God,  it  is 
eternal.  However,  theists  refuse,  with  this  admission,  to 
concede  that  God  and  the  world  are  one.  God  lives  apart 
from  tlie  world  ;  (iod  created  it  not  out  of  himself,  but  out 
of  iiotliing.     Its  existence  is  distinct  from  that  of  God. 

Now,  much  that  has  been  said  against  pluralism  at  once 
disproves  this  theory  of  creation.  Either  the  world  leads 
a  life  absolutely  apart  from  God  and,  without  beginning  or 
ending,  is  self-existent  and  self-explicable  ;  or,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  depends  on  God  for  its  existence  and  can  be 
explained  only  tlirough  God.  The  former  view  contra- 
dictij  at  once  all  theistic  creation.  It  gives  us  two  worlds, 
the  world  and  God,  both  equally  self-existent  and  self- 
explicable.  The  latter  view  gives  an  explanation  of  the 
world  that,  as  we  showed  in  a  former  chapter,  forces  us  to 
suppose  a  unity  back  of  both ;  for  if  the  world  depends  on 
God,  then  God  cannot  be  separated  absolutely  from  it. 
Therefore  we  have  to  suppose  an  interaction  between  God 
and  the  world ;  and  we  must  assume  a  unity  back  of  the 
interaction.  In  short,  with  the  rejection  of  pluralism  we 
rejected  also  by  implication  the  theistic  account  of  creation. 

How  then  shall  we  describe  creation? 

(1)  Creation  is  not  an  event  in  time.  There  was  no 
beginning  nor  will  there  be  an  ending  to  that  constant 
process  of  change  which  we  call  the  flow  or  stream  of 
events.     No  matter  how  far   back  we  go,  there  will   lie 
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behiiul  us  a  world  with  its  events  just  as  there  did  when 
we  first  h;)oked  back  and  viewed  the  course  over  which  we 
carae.  Likewise,  no  matter  how  far  on  in  the  future 
we  go,  we  shall  find  no  end  to  the  series.  The  world's 
life  is  eternal  or  infinite  in  time.  Creation  does  not  mean 
a  bejjinninfj  in  this  sense. 

(2)  Creation  does  not  mean  that  the  creator  and  the  crea-   (b)  It  does 
ture  are  tico  separate  things,  or  entities.      We  mean  by  tlu-    ^H, 
creature  exactlv  what  we  meant  bv  the  manifestation,  and  "rati-  t-i- 
we  mean  by  the  creator  what  we  meant  by  the  substance  t-n-atorand 
of  the  worM.     They  are  not  two  things  or  absolutely  dis-  creature, 
tinct  entities,  they  are  but  two  elements  in  the  one  world. 

The  one  is  subject  to  change,  the  other  is  permanent. 
The  creature  is  that  which  undergoes  change ;  and  when 
we  sav  that  creation  had  no  beginning,  we  mean  that  tlie 
world  of  change  liad  no  beginning. 

(3)  But  if  the  world  is  eternal,  why  d<»  we  talk  of  crea-   (o  but  it 
tion  at  all,  for  the  problem  of  creation  is  the  problem  of   ",',''."'"^^^.  ^^.^ 
the  origin  of  the  world?    Is  there  such  a  thing  as  creation  /  <>f  <»iauge 

There  certainly  is.  Change  itself  is  creation.  The  series 
of  changes  as  a  series  is  eternal ;  but  eacli  element  that 
makes  up  the  scries  is  not  eternal,  but  lias  a  lK*ginning 
and  an  end  in  time.  If  we  look  at  any  part  of  nature,  we 
shall  find  amjtle  illustration.  All  about  us  we  see  the 
great  jjrocesses  of  nature  g<»itig  "n.  Science  gives  us  an 
account  iinw  our  solar  system  arose  h<iw  tlie  crust  nf  (nir 
earth  was  fdrnicd.  how  life  nii>un(c<l  ficiii  llic  simjilost 
begirmings  to  higlier  and  higher  forms,  liow  in  time  our 
eartli  will  be  no  longer  habitable  for  any  form  of  life  that 
we  now  kiKtw,  how  in  time  the  moon  ;iii<l  the  t'lirth  .ind 
tliH  other  planets  will  Ix-  drawn  back  into  thi;  sun. 
This  process,  part  of  whit  h  science  h;us  discovered,  is,  of 
course,  it.self  ordy  part  f»f  a  still  larger  prooeM«,  the  history, 
or  process,  of  our  sidereal  system.  Were  our  knowledge 
Huniciently  great,  we  shotd*!  Ik-  able  to  trace  it  on  b;ick 
into  the   i>ast,  on   through   stupendous   periods   of    time. 


298 


INTROnrCTlON    TO    rillLOSOlMIV 


Chani^  or 

crcatiiin  i-t 
unirenuil 
and  coD- 
kUot. 


But  even  tluMi,  tlif  only  reason  wliy  our  story  would  stop, 
would  l>e  our  lack  of  information  ;  and  the  same  would 
sinularly  l>e  true  of  our  attempt  to  trace  out  the  future. 
Thus  nature's  process  is  one  of  indefinite  change,  and  one 
to  which  we  cannot  ascribe  either  beginnintr  or  ending. 

On  the  other  hand,  however,  each  individual  occurrence 
does  not  have  the  same  history  as  did  the  whole.  Each 
had  a  beginning  and  will  have  an  end.  There  was  a  time 
when  there  was  no  sun,  no  earth,  no  man.  Nations, 
peoples,  and  races  have  their  day  and  pass  into  the  non- 
existence whence  they  came.  Or  let  us  take  events  of 
daily  observation.  As  Ave  watch  the  sk}'  at  sunset,  we  see 
its  colors  rajiidly  changing.  The  cloud  that  a  moment 
ago  was  pink  has  now  lost  every  trace  of  the  red  and  has 
become  a  grayish  blue.  The  piidv  was,  it  did  exist.  We 
saw  it  gradually  arise  and  gradually  fade  away.  There 
was  a  time  but  a  moment  ago  when  it  was  not,  then  it 
was,  and  now  it  has  gone  forever.  To-morrow's  sky  may 
give  us  a  similar,  even  a  quite  similar  view ;  but  to-day's 
sunset,  like  to-day  and  all  that  was  to-day's,  has  gone  to 
join  the  company  of  events  that  we  call  the  past.  Here 
we  have  before  us  a  fact  beyond  dispute,  the  coming  into 
being  of  that  which  was  not  and  the  going  out  of  being  of 
that  which  was.  We  have  the  fact  of  change.  Chanije  as 
such  is  creation,  and  the  new  is  the  creature. 

This  process  of  change  we  must  regard  as  universal. 
Excepting  those  aspects  of  the  world  which  are  permanent, 
that  is,  its  substance,  all  is  undergoing  change.  The 
world  of  to-day  is  never  the  world  of  yesterda3^  Back 
of  the  difference  between  to-day  and  yesterday,  there  is 
an  identity  which  we  have  called  substance;  but  along 
witli  this  identity  that  makes  the  world  of  to-day  one 
with  the  world  of  yesterday,  there  is  a  perpetual  change 
or  newness  to  the  world.  The  world  of  yesterday  has 
cea.sed  to  be,  and  a  new  world,  the  world  of  to-day,  has 
come   into   being,  only  in    time   to  give  place  to  a   new 
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world,  the  world  of  to-morrow.  The  process  as  a  whole 
had  no  beginning,  nor  will  it  have  an  ending.  There 
never  was  a  time  when  to-day  was  not  arising  to  take  the 
place  of  yesterday,  nor  a  time  when  to-day  was  not  giv- 
ing place  to  to-morrow.  But  what  is  true  of  the  world- 
process  as  a  wliole  is  not  true  of  it  in  any  one  moment  of 
its  existence.  Each  moment  makes  a  new  world,  a  new 
manifestation  of  the  creator,  the  world  of  the  moment 
comes  into  being  with  the  moment  and  goes  out  of  being 
likewise  with  it.  Creation  is  not  an  event  that  takes 
place  ''once  upon  a  time";  but  it  is  a  fact  ever  present, 
it  is  the  ever-taking-place  of  events,  it  is  the  ever-coming- 
into-ljeing  of  the  new  manifestation  and  the  going-out-of- 
being  of  the  old  manifestation. 

(4)    But  howls  the  world  created,  how  does  the  indi-   (./ )  How 
vidual  thing  with  ita  chancrint'  states  come    into    beinjr?   ^^•''*"'t' 

o  Ob  o        worlil 

Before  this  question  can  be  answered,  we  must  learn  the  'touuhI  ? 
meaning  of  the  very  ambiguous  word  ''how." 

First,  "how"  in  our  question  could  denote  the  means  riir.>.< 

by  which  anything  came  into  being  (M- was  made,  that  is,  j",'^''.,!.'!,!,  of 

the  material  or  stuff  out  of    which  it  was  niaih,',  the  in-  iiii>quo»- 

struments  of  construction,  the  intelligence  and  skill  of  tiie  (n)Aftcrthe 

maker,  and  the  particular  laws  of  causation  to  which  he  """'"•"•of 

,       ,  ,  .  ,  ,     .  ,  .       Iiiitiiaii 

had  to  conform  m  order  to  bring  about  his  result.      Ihis   workman- 
meaning  of  our  (jiiestion  couhl  ap[)l3-  to  the  building  of   "'"'' 
a  hou.se,  or  any  other  form  of  human  construction.     But 
clearly  all  this  is  not  what  wo  mean  by  creation. 

Secondly,  we  might  hjave  out  all  tliought  of  a  workman  'm  iik- 
and  restrict  the  nu'anintj  of  the  word  "how,"  solely  to  the  '"^V.  . 
laws  of  nature,  that  is,  the  laws  of  causation  in  ;it  cordaiice 
with  wliicdi  the  changes  taking  jdaee  in  the  worhl  always 
occur.  Thes(!  laws  arc;  simply  uniformities  of  coexistence 
and  sequence,  or  the  order  df  occurrence  of  events.  If 
we  mean  this  by  our  (juestion,  then  clearly  all  that  seienc(> 
biarns  about  causes  and  effects,  or  laws  of  iialme.  will  be 
an  answer  to  the  problem  of  creation. 
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Hut  therr  is  a  third  possible  meaning,  and  this  is  the 
meaning  that  has  generally  been  given  to  our  question. 
To  tell  the  order  in  which  events  have  to  occur  under  any 
given  set  of  conditions,  does  not  explain  why  that  order 
lias  to  he  just  what  it  is.  By  actual  observation  we  learn 
that  (J  is  followed  by  h,  and  b  by  c;  but  u'Jii/  is  a  followed 
bv  /»  rather  than  by /or  /?  In  fact,  why  is  it  followed  by 
any  event  of  the  series  a  to  z,  and  not  by  some  entirely 
different  sort  of  event,  a  to  to?  Whi/  do  we  have  just  the 
world  we  do  have,  why  not  quite  a  different  world  ?  Is 
this  the  only  world  that  there  could  have  been,  or  could 
there  have  been  another?  In  short,  did  the  world  have 
to  be ;  and  if  it  did,  why  did  it  have  to  be  just  the  world 
that  it  is  ? 

To  show  that  the  world  has  to  be,  that  its  existence 
follows  necessarily  from  the  nature  of  its  creator,  requires 
us  to  find  the  same  relation  between  God  and  the  world 
as  that  which  exists  between  the  premises  of  an  argument 
and  its  conclusion.  In  fact,  it  calls  for  a  logical  deduc- 
tion of  the  world  from  God's  nature,  presupposed  as  a 
premise.  God's  nature  must  be  described  in  our  premise, 
and  this  premise  must  be  accepted  as  a  self-evident  truth, 
and  then  it  must  be  shown  to  involve  as  a  necessary  con- 
sequence the  proposition  that  the  world  had  to  be,  and 
had  to  be  just  the  world  that  is. 

In  short,  all  that  necessity  can  here  mean  is  rational 
necessity ;  and  that  means,  the  world  can  be  deduced  out 
of  the  absolute.  The  only  thing  that  can  be  necessary  is 
the  permanent,  not  the  changing ;  and  when  we  say  that 
the  permanent  is  necessary,  all  we  mean  is,  that  it  is  really 
permanent,  or  eternal.  The  world  is  a  necessary  world, 
then,  only  in  the  sense  that  its  laws  of  causation,  and  some 
other  relationships  that  we  have  considered,  are  permanent. 
It  is  a  necessary  world  only  in  the  sense  that  all  its  events 
and  changes  obey  the  laws  of  causation  and  conservation. 

But  let  us  suppose  it  to  be  maintained  that  God  selected 
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the  world  he  was  to  create,  that  there  might  have   been 
another  world  than  there  is. 

Clearly,  if  there  might  have  been  another  world  than 
there  is,  we  could  never  deduce  out  of  the  nature  of 
the  creator  the  world  that  is ;  for  by  hypothesis  other 
worlds  than  this  would  be  consistent  with  his  nature.  The 
thinker  that  accepts  this  view  reduces  the  problem  of  cre- 
ation to  answering  how,  after  it  was  determined  which 
world  should  be,  that  world  was  brought  into  existence  by 
the  creator.  Thus  he  really  maintains  that  the  selection 
of  the  one  world  out  of  the  possible  worlds  is  inexplica- 
ble. If  it  were  explicable,  it  would  follow  necessarily 
out  of  the  nature  of  the  creator.  Therefore  the  man  who 
believes  that  God  chose  the  world  out  of  many  possible 
worlds,  must  eitlier  give  up  his  belief  or  maintain  that  tlie 
world  cannot  be  deduced  from  God's  nature. 

We  have,  therefore,  but  the  one  theory  to  deal  witli,  the 
theory  that  maintains  it  to  be  philosophy's  duty  to  deduce 
the  world  from  God's  nature. 

The  theory  is  al)surd.     To  draw  a  valid   conclusion  in  a   CriticiHm  of 
deductive  syllogism,  our  conclusion   must  not  go  U-yond   vj'.'.'ly'^l"/'^ 
the  information  given  in  our  premises.     If  we  do  so,  we  <reatioii. 
commit  th(j  formal   fallacy  of  illicit  minor  or  major,  or  tiie   «  i,,^i,.,ii 
material  fallacy  of  non  se(iiiitur.     Now  by  hypothesis,  in   i'-'poiwi- 
the  problem  of  creation  we  are  asked  to  exjtlain  the  world 
as   the  nec'cssary  consequence  of  a  cn-ator  <lifferent   from 
that  world.      In   short,  thf  world  tlmt    follows    necessarily 
out  of  the  creator  as  a  conclusion    follows  front    its  jire- 
mises,  must  be  diflerent  from  the  creator.     Such  a  demand 
ia  a  rational  al)«urdity. 

But  you  may  ask,  are  we  sure  that  this  is  demanded  of 
UH  ?  ('learly,  l>ec«UHe  tlio  very  thing  we  are  asked  to 
explain  is  change,  or  the  coming  into  Ixjing  of  that  wiiich 
was  not.  Pvither  the  world  we  are  askeil  to  explain  is 
something  quite  new,  that  is,  sonietljing  that  was  not,  or  it 
cxiste<l  from  eternity.     If  tiie  former,  we  cannot  deduce  it 
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from  I  lie   croati>r,  for  the  creator  must  by  our  hypothesis 

of  nooessity  be  other  than  the  creature.     If  the  latter,  we 

siiuj'lv  tlonv  all   creation,  in  short,  deny  the  existence  of 

change  in  the  world  and  go  back  to  Parmenides.^ 

Thppn>b!i-  I        Ileuce  there  is  but  one  problem  of  creation,  the  second 

ofrrrati.u.     i,|  tdir  list,     xhe  third  is  an  absurdity,  and  the  first  was 

with  tiio         inapplioablo.      TJie  problem  of  creation  is  synonymous  with 

tii.u«s.,(     asking  what  are  the  laws  of  creation,  the  laws  of  occurrence. 


cauiutioii. 


1  Spinoza's  view  that  creation  was  something  that  follows  out  of  the 
nature  of  substance,  as  the  properties  of  a  triangle  follow  out  of  its  nature 
(that  is,  definition),  has  no  applicability  whatever  to  creation.  The 
properties  of  a  triangle  are  permanent,  not  changing  properties,  whereas 
what  we  have  to  explain  in  creation  is  change.  To  suit  Spinoza  we  must 
go  back  to  I'armenides.  However,  if  Spinoza  accepts  change  as  a  reality, 
his  account  of  what  constitutes  a  rational  explanation  of  creation  is 
absurd  ;  and  I'armeQides  we  have  already  dealt  with. 
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The  problem  of  creation   requires  us  to  search  for  thi-  The  pmb- 

laws,  in  accordance  witli  w  liich   cre;ition,  or  chan<^e,  takes  ('."j^'lj^n  ^ 

place.      This    is    one    of    the  great  tasks  of  science,  and  loii.tcr- 

has  been  accomplished  in  so  many  ways  during  the  paM  „„iv-,.rsai 

few  centuries,     liut  the  problem  of  creation  requires  more  '•■'^^'  "^ 

,  ,  .         .  .  ,  .  ,11         t'liiuige. 

than  this ;  it  requires  us  to  determine  not  merely  the  order 
in  which  this  or  that  particular  change  tiikes  place,  ^m^  ?wu> 
all  chaiuje  takes  place.  In  fact,  it  is  this  latter  question 
that  does  in  the  narrowest  sense  constitute  the  problem  of 
creation.  True,  any  change  is  a  creation  ;  and  the  law  in 
accordance  with  which  the  change  takes  place  is  a  law  of 
creation.  But  only  a  universal  law  of  change,  that  is,  a 
law  bearing  ujhui  change  ius  a  whole,  will  give  us  an 
aiis\vt;r  to  the  prf>blem  of  world-creation. 

Hut  is  not  this  statement  ambiguous?  What  do  we 
mean  by  a  universal  law  of  change?  Is  there  imt  a  differ- 
en(x*  between  a  univrrnal  lnw  of  cham/f,  and  a  law  of  uni- 
versal chayiifeY  What  is  the  distinction,  and  wbicli  do  wo 
mean  ? 

'  T'lirallrl   Uenilimj. 

Oiif  I  if  tln'  iKKikH  thai  Hhoulfl  be  tvw\  early  by  rvon-  Rtudrnt  of  phi- 
losophy jh  SiK-iicpr'H  Kirwl  I'rinciplcH.  Ah  pamlU-l  rcndiiif;  for  iIiIh  rimplcr 
the  Htiidi-iit  JH  r»-f«rrr«Ml  to  Cliapt^TH  12-VJn,  which  give  Sprnccr'H  Tiicory  of 
Evolution.  ThJH  chafitcr  pnuiicnlly  prc-HUpiKwoH  that  lie  hrut  done  thiH 
reading.     Cf.  aJHo  Ward,  NaturaiiHm  and  ApioHticiiim.  Vol.  I,  I'art  II. 

For  a  Khort^'r  and  an  hJHtorical  account,  tlip  ntudont  will  do  woll 
to  n-ad  I,fTiurp  IX,  "The  Ki»e  of  the  Doctrine  of  Evolution,"  in 
Joflinli  |{oyce'H  The  Spirit  of  M(mUtii  rbiUwophy,  Ilonton  and  New 
York,   mri. 
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A  universal  law  oi  change  would  moaii  one  in  accord- 
ance \%nth  whirh  any  particular  cliaiii^e  lakes  place.  It 
would  Ix)  a  law  of  each  and  every  change.  Whereas  a 
law  of  univei-sal  change  would  be  a  law  in  accordance 
with  which  the  universe  in  its  totality  changes.  It  would 
be  a  law  of  world-change.  Clearly  the  difference  between 
the  two  is  veiy  great ;  and,  as  we  shall  see,  the  one  is  a 
reasonable  problem,  and  the  other  a  rationally  impossible 
one.  A  universal  change  —  a  change  that  includes  in 
it  the  whole  world  —  would  mean  the  change  of  an  inlinite 
entity.  Hut  what  does  "the  change  of  an  infinite  entity" 
mean  ?  By  hv[>othesis  it  does  not  mean  a  characteristic 
common  to  all  individual  changes ;  on  the  contrary,  it 
means  a  change  made  up  of  all  individual  changes,  and 
these  are  infinite  in  number.  It  means  that  we  are  to 
take  the  whole  world  as  one  object  and  tell  the  world's 
history. 

Ni»w,  our  previous  discussion  of  what  is  meant  by  the 
infinity  oi  the  world  showed  us  that  we  can  never  deal 
with  the  world  as  a  totality.  We  found  that  "  its  infinity" 
meant  that  no  matter  what  part  of  it  we  made  the  object 
of  thought,  there  w^ould  be  more  beyond,  no  matter  how 
large  that  part  might  be  either  in  duration  or  extension. 
Hence,  whenever  we  deal  with  the  world  as  a  thing, — 
that  is,  as  though  we  could  grasp  it  in  its  totality,  —  we 
have  put  limits  to  that  which  by  hypothesis  has  no  limits. 
Supposing  tlie  world  were  an  infinite  ocean,  we  might 
know  enough  about  the  properties  of  water  to  learn  laws 
that  would  api^y  to  every  part  of  the  ocean.  But  how 
different  a  task  it  would  be  to  decide  what  takes  place  in 
the  ocean  as  a  whole.  Does  the  ocean  move  as  a  totality? 
The  only  way  in  which  we  can  determine  motion  is  by 
comparison  with  the  relatively  immovable.  With  wliat, 
then,  could  we  com[)are  our  ocean  to  determine  its  mo- 
tions? Clearly  nothing.  Our  ocean  as  a  whole  could 
never  })e  an  object  of  study  —  an  object  we  could  com- 
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pare.  In  .>li«iit,  u  hnv  of  clutntfe  is  not  applicable  to  the 
world  as  a  total  it  i/,  becamte  we  can  never  treat  the  world 
as  a  totality  without  limit imj  it,  without  setting;  anide  its 
infinity. 

However,  the  full  proof  of  this,  like  so  many  other 
questions  we  have  come  upon,  requires  even  a  deeper 
analysis  of  the  problem  than  we  have  given.  Later  on, 
in  order  to  make  our  argument  here  thoroughly  satisfac- 
tory, we  must  show  that  our  minds  cannot  deal  with  the 
intinite  in  its  totality,  that  all  our  knowledge  is  of  finite 
entities,  anil  that  a  problem  which  fails  to  recognize  tliis 
rule  leads  us  into  aljsurdities.  We  refer  to  the  iloetrine 
of  the  relativity  of  knowledge.  Therefore,  presupposing  a 
complete  proof  of  this  premise,  we  shall  rule  out  of  court 
as  a  rational  alxjurdity  any  attempt  to  promulgate  a  law 
of  universal  change.  Such  a  problem  of  creation  is  an 
alMurd  problem  ;  and  hence  we  must  limit  our  question 
to  the  one  that  asks:  What  is  the  law  in  accordance  with 
whieh  every  change  takes  place  ? 

(Jf  all  tiie  attempts  to  formulate  such  a  law,  ilie  most   a|>«nc«r'» 
generally  known  to-ilay  is  tlmt  of  Herlxirt  Spencer,  and   |.-y]','i'uii°n 
it  deserves  our  studv  riglitly  alwjve  all  others.      He  ealls   n-HaTh*»orj 
it  a   law  of  evolution.     An  excellent  and   l»nei  sunuuary 
of    this    law  '    can    l>e    found    in    the    .*5econd    volume    of 
HfifTding's    History  of    Modtnii    I'hilosophy        ^^'<•    shidl 
quote  it  in  i>iirt :  — 

"  Kver)'  phenomenon  has  a  history  ;  it  appeal's  and  dis-   All  evoiu- 
appears.      Ka<h    science    descrilxjs  the  liistory    of    itn  own   ,,|,!^' 
phenomena;   hence  wliat  wo  now  have  \.o  do  is  to  impiin*  «hi»riM<ur- 
whethcr  thoAc  different  lilHtorical  pr<M:eHHeH  exhibit  common 
features;   for  if  tliey  do,  wo  shall   Ik;  abb*  t4)  formulate  a 

'  Spcnwrr'n  formal  <iollnltinn  nm 

"  P'vdltilion  U  an  Itit'  '  :ii.^tti>r  .-im<I  rniir-iniii.int  >liw>ip.'iiliii)  of 

mntion  ;  diirlriK  wliii-li  '  |i.-)iiiw<«  fnun  nii  Ituiplhiitr.  Irwoliori^nt 

bomr»((pn('lty  tn  a  •!'  anil  ihirlnK  which  Iho 

rctaiiifl  nintic)n  ui'  .  •»." 
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gftienil  law  of  evolution.  All  development,  it  seems, 
exliibiUs  with  more  or  less  clearness  tliree  different  charuc- 
loristies,  wliii-li,  taken  together,  constitute  the  complete 
eoncepl  of  evolution.    .    .    . 

"(1)  Evolution  as  concentration  (or  integration).  —  At 
the  birth  of  a  phenomenon  there  takes  place  a  collecting, 
combining,  and  concentrating  of  elements  which  were  pre- 
viously scattered.  If  a  cloud  forms  in  the  sky,  or  a  sand 
heap  on  the  shore,  a  development  of  the  simplest  kind  has 
taken  place,  in  which  the  process  consists  almost  exclusively 
of  a  dissipation  and  an  aggregation.  Such  a  process  of 
concentration  took  place,  if  we  accept  the  hypothesis  of 
Kant  and  Laplace,  when  our  solar  system  passed  out  of  its 
primary  nebular  state,  in  which  its  component  parts  were 
widely  diffused  and  incoherent.  All  organic  growth  takes 
place  by  means  of  the  absorption  into  the  organic  tissue  of 
elements  which  were  previously  scattered  about  in  sur- 
rounding plants  and  animals.  We  get  a  psychological 
example  of  the  same  process  in  generalization,  and  the 
framing  of  general  concepts  and  laws;  by  their  means  we 
concentrate  in  one  thought  a  number  of  different  presenta- 
tions and  representations.  Social  evolution  consists  essen- 
tially in  the  progressive  integration  of  individuals  or 
grou[)S  of  individuals  who  were  fornaerly  bound  together 
by  no  close  ties. 

"■  (2)  JJevelopment  as  differentiation.  —  Only  in  the  very 
simplest  cases  can  development  be  described  merely  as  a 
process  of  concentration.  Not  only  is  there  a  segregation 
of  the  whole  mass  from  the  environment,  but  also,  within 
the  mass  thus  separated  off,  special  concentrations  take 
place,  so  that  the  development  becomes  compound.  And, 
in  the  course  of  development,  these  special  concentrations 
become  more  and  more  prominent,  so  that  when  we  compare 
the  earlier  with  the  later  stages  we  find  a  transition  from 
homogeneity  to  heterogeneity.  In  the  course  of  devel- 
opment  of   the    solar   system    a   segregation  of   different 
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heavenly  bodies  takes  place,  each  one  of  which  luis  its  own 
idiosyncrasy.  Organic  development  proceeds  from  the 
homogeneous  germ  to  the  organism  provided  with  different 
kinds  of  tissue,  and  with  differently  constructed  and  differ- 
ently functioning  organs.  The  whole  of  organic  life  was, 
according  to  Lamarck's  and  Darwin's  hypothesis,  homoge- 
neous at  earlier  stages,  for  the  existing  difl'erences  of  species 
are  due  to  development  from  cuminon  jiarent  forms.  The 
senses  develop,  as  we  may  see  if  we  compare  earlier  with 
later  stages,  from  less  clear  and  less  exact  perceptive  facul- 
ties to  increasing  clearness  and  exactitude,  so  that  more 
find  more  differences  can  l)e  apprehended.  Mental  life  in 
general  is  estimated  not  only  according  to  its  concentration, 
but  also  according  to  its  richness.  In  the  course  of  social 
evolution  the  different  estates  and  classes  are  formed 
through  division  of  labor. 

"  (i>)  Evolution  as  determination.  —  l>ut  the  process  of  (,)  Deter- 
dissolution  is  also  characterized  by  differences  aj)pearing  in  ""'"'^'""• 
what  has  hitherto  been  a  homogeneous  mass.  In  order  to 
distinguish  Ixitween  development  and  dissolution,  there- 
fore, we  must  add  the  further  characteristic  that  in 
evolution  then;  is  an  advance;  fnun  t-onfusion  to  order  — 
from  undetermined  arrangement  todcti'rniini'd  arrangement. 
Development  is  a  pa.ssage  from  a  chaos,  of  which  the 
parts  are  scattered  and  liomogcneous,  to  a  uniti'd  whole, 
the  parts  of  which  are  heterogeneous,  and  at  the  same  time 
stand  in  definite  rccijjrocal  connection  with  one  another. 
Thus  the  solar  system,  the  organism,  consciousness,  and 
human  society  are  more:  or  less  ordered  wholes.  Tiiis 
third  point  of  view  really  consisUs  of  a  uiii(Mi  of  the  two 
former  ;  an  ordered  whole  is  (»ne  in  which  differentiation 
of  the  jjartH  and  int<'gralion  of  the  whole  g(»  hand  in  liand. 
Every wluTO  in  tiur  world  —  in  great  thingH  as  well  as  in 
small,  in  the  mental  fis  in  the  material  world  — evolutionary 
processes  .xs  alK»ve  descrilM-d  are  going  on.  On  the  basis 
of  a  com[)arative  examination  of  these  ]»roceH»e8,  evolution- 
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i\rv  philosophy  fonnuhitos  the  luiuhiimMital  features  of  tlie 
penenil  liistory  of  every  pheiioineiioii.  But  what  has  thus 
lx-»en  inductively  discovered  must  now  be  deductively  con- 
tiruu'd  ;  it  can  be  exhibited  as  an  inference  from  the  law  of 
the  conservation  of  force."  ^ 

To  turn  to  Spencer's  own  words  :  — 

"  The  dilliculty  of  dealing  with  transformations  so 
many-sided  as  those  which  all  existences  have  undergone, 
or  are  undergoing,  is  such  as  to  make  a  definite  or  complete 
deductive  interpretation  seem  almost  hopeless.  So  to 
grasp  the  total  process  of  re-distribution  of  matter  and 
motion,  as  to  see  simultaneously  its  several  necessary  re- 
sulti5  in  their  actual  interdependence,  is  scarcely  possible. 
There  is,  however,  a  mode  of  rendering  the  process  as  a 
whole  tolerably  comprehensible.  Though  the  genesis  of 
the  rearrangement  undergone  by  every  evolving  aggre- 
gate, is  in  itself  one,  it  presents  to  our  intelligence  several 
factors;  and  after  interpreting  the  effects  of  each  sepa- 
rately, we  may,  by  synthesis  of  the  interpretations,  form 
an  adequate  conception. 

'•  On  setting  out,  the  proposition  which  comes  first  in 
logical  order,  is,  that  some  rearrangement  must  result; 
and  this  proposition  may  be  best  dealt  with  under  the 
more  specific  shape,  that  the  condition  of  homogeneity  is 
a  condition  of  unstable  equilibrium. 

**  First,  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  terras ;  respecting 
which  some  readers  may  need  explanation.  The  phrase 
uiiHtnhle  equilibrium  is  one  used  in  mechanics  to  express 
a  balance  of  forces  of  such  kind,  that  the  interference 
of  any  further  force,  however  minute,  will  destroy  the 
arrangement  previously  subsisting,  and  bring  about  a 
totally  different  arrangement.  Thus,  a  stick  poised  on 
its  lower  end  is  in  unstable  equilibrium  :  however  exactly 
it  may  be  placed  in  a  perpendicular  position,  as  soon  as 
it  is  left  to  itself  it  begins,  at  first  imperceptibly,  to  lean 
1  Hoffdin-,  History  of  Modem  Philosophy,  Vol,  II,  pp.  467-469. 
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on  one  side,  and  with  increasing  rapidity  falls  into  another 
attitude.  Conversely,  a  stick  suspended  fi-om  its  ui)per 
end  is  in  stable  equilibrium  :  however  much  disturbed,  it 
will  return  to  the  same  position.  The  proposition  is,  then, 
that  the  state  of  homogeneity,  like  the  state  of  the  stick 
poised  on  its  lower  end,  is  one  that  cannot  be  maintained. 
Let  us  take  a  few  illustrations. 

"  Of  mechanical  ones,  the  most  familiar  is  that  of  the 
scales.  If  they  be  accurately  made,  and  not  clogged  by 
dirt  or  rust,  it  is  imi)()ssible  to  keep  a  pair  of  scales  per- 
fectly balanced:  eventually  one  scale  will  descend  and 
the  other  ascend  —  they  will  assume  a  heterogeneous  re- 
lation. Again,  if  we  sprinkle  over  ti)e  surface  of  a  tluid 
a  number  of  equal-sized  particles,  having  an  attraction  for 
each  other,  they  will,  no  matter  how  uniformly  distributed, 
by  and  by  concentrate  irregularly  into  one  or  more  groups. 
Were  it  possible  to  bring  a  mass  of  water  into  a  state  of 
perfect  homogeneity  —  a  state  of  complete  quiescence, 
and  exactly  equal  density  throughout  —  yet  the  radiation 
of  heat  from  neighboring  bodies,  by  affecting  differently 
its  different  parts,  would  inevitably  produce  inequalities 
of  density  and  consequent  currents  ;  and  would  so  render  it 
to  that  extent  heterogeneous.   .    .    . 

"The  instability  thus  variously  illustrated,  is  oltviously 
consefjuent  on  thr  fact,  tiiat  the  several  purls  of  any  ho- 
mogeneous aggregation  are  necessarily  exposed  to  dilTi'reiit 
forces  —  forces  that  ditlrr  citlicr  in  kind  or  Jiniouut  ;  and 
Vx;ing  exf)osed  t^)  diflercnt  forces  they  are  of  necessity  dif- 
ferently modified.  The  relations  of  outside  and  inside  and 
of  comparative  nearncHs  to  neighboring  sourceHof  iniluence, 
imi)ly  the  reception  of  influenct's  tliat  are  unlike  in  ipiantity 
or  quality,  or  both  ;  and  it  follows  tliat  unlike  changes  will 
be  [)rodu(:ed  in  the  part.s  tlms  di.ssimilarly  acted  upon. 

"  For  like  reasons  it  is  manifest  that  the  process  must  from  whi.h 
repeat  itself  in  each  of  the  subordinate  groups  of  unit,H  [},,'"', '1',!* h,,. 
that  arc  differentiated  by  the  modifying  forces.     Each  of   moKcnrouii 
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niu«i  ovrr  tlu'so  sulxMilinuto  j^ioups,  like  tlio  original  group,  must 
trn.i  i..w»ni  jrnuhialiv,  in  ohedienoo  to  tlie  inllucnces  acting  uijou  it, 
noU)  lixso  iUs  halanco  of  parts  —  nuist  pass  from  a  uniform  into 

a  multiform  stato.  And  so  on  continuously.  Whence 
indeed  it  is  clear  that  not  only  must  the  homogeneous 
lajwe  int<-)  the  non-homogeneous,  but  that  the  more  homo- 
geneous must  tend  ever  to  become  less  homogeneous.  .  .  . 
"On  striking  a  mass  of  matter  with  such  force  as  either 
to  indent  it  or  make  it  liy  to  pieces,  we  see  both  that  the 
blow  affects  difterenlly  its  different  parts,  and  that  the 
differences  are  consequent  on  the  unlike  relations  of  its 
parts  to  the  force  impressed.  The  part  with  which  the 
striking  body  comes  in  contact,  receiving  the  whole  of 
the  communicated  momentum,  is  driven  in  towards  the 
centre  of  the  mass.  It  thus  compresses  and  tends  to  dis- 
place the  more  centrally  situated  portions  of  the  mass. 
These,  however,  cannot  be  compressed  or  thrust  out  of 
their  places  without  pressing  on  all  surrounding  portions. 
And  when  tiie  blow  is  violent  enough  to  fracture  the 
mass,  we  see,  in  the  radial  dispersion  of  its  fragments, 
that  the  original  momentum,  in  being  distributed  through- 
out it,  has  been  divided  into  numerous  minor  momenta, 
unlike  in  their  directions.  We  see  that  these  directions 
are  determined  by  the  positions  of  the  parts  with  respect 
to  each  other,  and  with  respect  to  the  point  of  impact. 
We  see  that  the  parts  are  differently  affected  by  the 
disruptive  force,  because  they  are  differently  related  to  it 
in  their  directions  and  attachments  —  that  the  effects 
being  the  joint  products  of  the  cause  and  the  condi- 
tions, cannot  be  alike  in  parts  which  are  differently 
conditioned."  ^ 

All  this  clearly  follows  from  the  general  law  of  causa- 
tion. The  different  parts  of  the  homogeneous  mass  must 
of  necessity  stand  in  different  relations  to  the  parts  of  the 
mass  acting  from  without.     As  a  consequence,  we   have 


Spencer,  First  Principles,  Sections  149  and  155. 
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the  parts  acted  upon  by  unlike  causes  wliich,  according  to 
tlie  laws  of  conservation  and  causation,  must  give  rise  to 
unlike  effects. 

But  here  a  new  factor  must  enter  in,  for  these  unlike   (6)  The 
effects  become  themselves  causes,  and  being  unlike,  j)ro-  ^.;j"i„ifof 
duce  further  unlike  effects.     We  thus  have  a  multiplica-  Effects, 
tiou  of  effects. 

"  A  single  force  is  divided  by  conflict  with  matter  into 
forms  that  widely  diverge.  In  the  case  lately  cited,  of  a 
body  shattered  by  violent  collision,  besides  the  change  of 
tlie  homogeneous  mass  into  a  heterogeneous  group  of  scat- 
tered fragments,  there  is  a  cliange  of  the  homogeneous 
momentum  into  a  group  of  momenta,  heterogeneous  in 
both  amounts  and  directions.  Similarly  with  the  forces 
we  know  as  light  and  heat.  After  the  dis[)ei-sion  of  these 
by  a  radiating  body  toward  all  points,  they  are  redispcised 
toward  all  points  by  the  bodies  on  which  they  fall.  Of 
the  sun's  rays,  issuing  from  him  on  every  side,  some  few 
strike  the  moon.  These  being  reflected  at  all  angles  fiom 
the  moon's  surface,  some  few  of  them  strike  the  earth. 
By  a  like  process  tiie  few  which  reach  the  earth  are  again 
diffused  througli  surrounding  sjiace.  And  on  each  occa- 
sion such  jiortions  of  the  rays  as  are  alworbed  instead  of 
reflected,  undergo  refractions  that  e(iually  destroy  their 
paralhdisni.    .    .    . 

•'  l,'iiiv»;rs;illy,  then,  tlic  effect  is  more  coniph'X  than  the 
cause.  Whetlier  the  aggregaU;  on  which  it  falls  be  homo- 
geneous or  otherwise,  an  incidiMit  force  is  transtormcd  by 
the  conflict  into  a  numlnT  of  forci's  that  cbffcr  in  tlieir 
riin<)MiiL.s,  or  directions,  or  kiiuls;  (»r  in  all  these  respects. 
And  of  this  group  of  variouslv-mo<iilird  font's,  tiaeh  ulti- 
mat<;ly  undergoes  a  like  transformation. 

"  Ivet  us  now  mark  how  the  proc«y*H  of  evolution   is  fur     nii<i  bono* 
therod    by    this    multipli(;ation   of    effects.      An    incident    '"'••^'"*»«* 
force  docompo.He«l  by  the  reactions  of  a  Ixxly  into  a  group   K'"""'iiy 
of   unlike    forcei*  —  a   uniform    force    thus    reduced    to    a 
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muhifoiin  fon-i'  -  iK'cdiins  tlie  cause  of  a  secondary 
imri'iiso  of  niultifoimity  in  the  body  whicli  decomposes 
it.  .  .  .  Kaih  differentiated  division  of  the  aggregate 
thus  Ik'i-ouics  a  centre  from  wiiieh  a  differentiated  division 
of  the  original  force  is  again  diffused.  And  since  unlike 
forces  must  produce  unlike  results,  each  of  these  differen- 
tiated forces  must  produce,  throughout  the  aggregate,  a 
further  series  of  differentiations.  This  secondary  cause  of 
the  change  from  homogeneity  to  heterogeneity,  obviously 
becomes  more  potent  in  proportion  as  the  heterogeneity 
increases."  ' 
(c)  8egT«g»-  But  to  this  principle  of  the  multiplication  of  effects 
****•  must  be  added  a  further  truth.     The  various  parts  that 

are  alike,  in  so  far  as  they  are  themselves  acted  upon  b}^ 
like  forces,  must  retain  their  likeness  amid  surrounding 
change.     Thus  it  follows  that  — 

'*  In  an  aggregate  containing  two  or  more  orders  of 
mixed  units,  those  of  the  same  order  will  be  moved  in  the 
same  way,  and  in  a  way  that  differs  from  that  in  which 
units  of  other  orders  are  moved,  the  respective  orders 
must  segregate.  A  group  of  like  things  on  which  are 
impressed  motions  that  are  alike  in  amount  and  direction, 
must  be  transferred  as  a  group  to  another  place,  and  if 
they  are  mingled  with  some  group  of  other  things,  on 
which  the  motions  impressed  are  like  each  other,  but 
unlike  those  of  the  first  group  in  amount  or  direction  or 
Vx)th,  these  other  things  must  be  transferred  as  a  group  to 
some  other  place  —  the  mixed  units  must  undergo  a  simul- 
taneous selection  and  separation. 

*'  In  further  elucidation  of  this  process,  it  will  be  well 
here  to  set  down  a  few  instances  in  which  we  may  see 
that,  other  things  equal,  the  definiteness  of  the  separation 
is  in  proportion  to  the  definiteness  of  the  difference  be- 
tween the  units.  Take  a  handful  of  any  pounded  sub- 
stance, containing  fragments  of  all  sizes ;  and  let  it  fall  to 
1  First  Principles,  Section  156. 
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the  ground  while  a  gentle  breeze  is  blowing.  The  large 
fragments  will  be  collected  together  on  the  ground  almost 
immediately  under  the  hand ;  somewhat  smaller  fragments 
will  be  carried  a  little  to  the  leeward ;  still  smaller  ones  a 
little  farther ;  and  those  minute  particles  which  we  call 
dust,  will  be  drifted  a  long  way  before  they  reach  the 
earth :  that  is,  the  integration  is  indefinite  where  the  dif- 
ference among  the  fragments  is  indefinite,  though  the 
divergence  is  greatest  where  the  difference  is  greatest. 
If,  again,  the  handful  be  made  up  of  quite  distinct  orders 
of  units  —  as  pebbles,  coai-se  sand,  and  dust  —  these  will, 
under  like  conditions,  be  segregated  with  comparative 
definiteness :  the  pebl)les  will  drop  almost  vertically:  the 
sand  will  fall  in  an  inclined  direction,  and  deposit  itself 
within  a  tolerably  fireumscribed  space  beyond  the  pebbles; 
while  the  dust  will  be  blown  almost  horizontally  to  a  great 
distance.  A  case  in  which  another  kind  of  force  comes 
into  play,  will  still  better  illustrate  this  truth.  Through 
a  mixed  aggregate  of  soluble  and  insoluble  substances,  let 
water  slowly  percolate.  There  will  in  the  fii-st  place  be  a 
distinct  parting  of  the  sulwtances  that  are  the  most  widely 
contrasted  in  their  rehitions  to  the  acting  forces:  tho 
soluble  will  l>e  carried  away;  the  insdluble  will  remain 
behind.  Further,  some  separation,  tlmut^h  :i  less  definite 
one,  will  Ikj  effected  among  the  solubli'  substanci's ;  since 
the  first  part  of  tlie  current  will  remove  the  most  solulde 
substiince.s  in  the  largest  amounts,  and  iifter  these  have 
b<!en  all  dissolved,  the  ein-rent  will  still  continue  to  bring 
out  tlie  remaining  less  sohible  sul)stances.  Even  tlie  un- 
difwolved  matters  will  have  simultaneously  undergone  a 
certain  segregation  ;  for  the  jtereolating  fliiid  will  carry 
down  th(!  minut(!  fragmentH  from  among  the  larg(f  ones, 
aufl  will  depfwit  tliose  of  small  sjK'cific  gravity  in  one 
place,  and  those  of  great  siM-eifie  gravity  in  another."  ' 
This  |)rinciple  of  sogregaticm  Mr.  Spencer  sums  iiji  in 
'  Firnt  I'rinclpl«»,  Section  ]€>?,. 
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tlio  iil»slnict  loi inula,  •'  In  tlie  actions  and  reactions  of 
foix*e  ami  mailer,  an  unlikiMiess  in  citliei'  of  the  factors 
necessitates  an  iniliUiMU'ss  in  the  effects;  and  in  the 
absence  of  unlikeness  in  cither  of  the  factors,  the  effects 
must  be  alike."  ' 

We  now  have  two  principles  which  sliow  that  change 
works  in  two  directions.  That  is,  with  an  integration  of 
matter  we  have  one  factor  leading  to  differentiation  of 
parts  and  another  leading  to  segregation  of  parts,  or  their 
determination.  In  Mr.  Spencer's  words,  an  indefinite 
homogeneity  must  become  a  definite  heterogeneit}'. 

A  summary  or  epitome  of  his  theory  makes  very  difficult 
and  abstruse  reading,  although  Mr.  Spencer's  own  account 
of  it  is  both  interesting  and  easily  understood.  Ho\vever, 
we  may  gather  all  the  foregoing  into  the  following  brief 
and  simple  statements.  No  object  can  remain  always  the 
same.  It  must  change  ;  and  when  it  does  do  so,  it  must 
change  along  one  of  two  lines,  one  of  which  is  called  evo- 
lution. In  evolution,  the  structure  of  the  object  becomes 
more  complicated,  and  its  different  parts  become  more  defi- 
nitely marked  out  and  unified.  Or  technically  expressed, 
the  homogeneous  is  unstable,  and  the  resulting  effects  tend 
to  multiply,  and  in  this  process  like  elements  or  elements 
affected  alike  tend  to  segregate. 

But  all  change  is  not  evolution  ;  there  is  the  other  line 
along  which  it  can  take  place.  This,  Mr.  Spencer  calls 
dissolution.  In  dissolution  the  object  becomes  less  com- 
plicated, and  its  parts  tend  to  scatter.  It  loses  its 
(d)  Eroiu-  structure.  That  is,  any  aggregate  of  matter  must  be  in 
lion  leads  to  ^j^^  ^^  three  conditions  that  exhaust  the  possibilities.     Its 

an  equi-  x 

librium.and  parts  must  be  coming  together,  or  separating,  or  they  must 
to  a  "*  be  in  a  temporary  state  of  equilibrium.  To  quote  again 
DiMoloiioii.    from   Iloffding:  — 

"  Evolution  must  (on  the  supposition,  of  course,  that  it 
will  not  be  interrupted  from  without)  necessarily  lead  to  a 

1  Section  169. 
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State  of  equilibrium,  in  which  concentration  as  well  as 
differentiation  will  have  reached  its  zenith.  In  the  devel- 
opment of  man,  this  state  is  identical  with  the  highest 
perfection  and  blessedness,  and  consists  in  the  greatest 
possible  harmony  between  man  and  nature,  and  between 
man  and  man.  But  since  external  influences  are  uncei\s- 
ingly  operating,  this  state  of  equilibrium  must  in  coui-se 
of  time  come  to  an  end.  Evolution  is  succeeded  by  disso- 
lution when  there  is  no  longer  sufficient  energy  to  main- 
tain, in  the  face  of  persistent  disturbances,  a  harmony 
between  concentration  and  differentiation.  Passing 
through  the  different  stages  of  dissolution,  we  linally  arrive 
at  a  new  chaos.  Just  lus,  within  the  circle  of  onr  experience, 
proce.sses  of  evolution  are  unceasingly  going  forward,  so 
there  are  unceasing  processes  of  dissolution  of  larger  and 
smaller  wholes.  Even  if  our  solar  system — and  all  otiier 
solar  systems  —  carry  within  themselves,  as  some  authori- 
ties liclieve,  the  seeds  of  dissolution,  the  possibility  of  the 
formation  of  new  systems  is  not  excluded,  for  there  will 
always  be  external  forces  to  st;irt  the  process  of  evolution 
again.  All  motion  is  rliythmi(;al  ;  hence  development  and 
dissolution  will  alternate  with  one  another  (ni  infuufuni."  ^ 

In  short,  Mr.  Sjiencer  gives  us  tlu;  following  nniv(*rsal 
law  of  change.  Every  object,  whether  it  be  a  eht'inical 
atom,  a  stone,  a  living  Ix'ing,  a  nation,  a  ]ilanet,  or  a  solar 
systjjm,  is  built  up  by  a  process  of  integration,  or  evolution, 
then  it  reaches  a  stage  in  whieh  evolution  ceases,  a  stage 
of  cfiuilibrinm,  and  flnally  it  (Usintcgrates  or  fMitei-s  upon 
a  stage  of  dissohition.  This  dissoIuti<»n,  too,  has  an  end- 
ing, reaches  an  (.'rpiilibriiini,  and  tht-n  th(!re  starts  once 
more  a  uvw  process  of  evolution.  Thns  there  goes  on  in 
nature,  rliytlinjically,  a  pjuHHing  back  and  forth  from  a  state 
of  integration  to  one  of  disinU'gmlion,  ami  from  one  cif 
disintegration  again  to  on»^  of  inU'gration. 

Mr.  Spen(;er  does  not  always  make  it  vWar  whether  or 

'  IJMffrling,  History  of  .Mrxlcrn  I'liiloHo|»hy,  Vol    11.  pp.  J70   J7I. 
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Acrtiwum     not   he   nioaiis  lluit  the  world  as  a  wliolc  has  uiulergone 
oiSp»otxT»  ^^  ^j^j^,^  undei-^'o  such  a  process  of  evolution  and  dissolu- 
tion jis  he  desrribt's.     Hut  doubtless  (as  several  passages 
sliow )  hr  applies  his  law  only  to  the  finite.     Of    course 
with   the    conclusions  in  mind  that   we    have    previously 
drawn,  his  theory   would  at  once  become  an  absurdity  if 
applied  to  the  world  as  a  totality.     If  evolution  be  a  loss 
of  nu>tion,  this  cannot  mean  a  loss  of  motion   out  of  the 
universe.      Clearly  the  doctrine    of    the    conservation    of 
Brointion      mass  and  motion  alone  would  show  that  the  universe  as 
applicable      ^  whole  cannot  lose  motion.     Therefore  the  universe  as  a 
to  the  whole  cannot  integrate  its  matter  with  a  concomitant  loss 

whole.  of  motion,     A  solar  system  can  lose   its  motion  ;   it  can 

give  up  to  outside  space  anything  you  will,  but  how  can 
we  talk  of  the  universe  doing  so?  We  must  have  a  sur- 
rounding world  into  which  to  cast,  as  it  were,  the  chips 
from  our  carpenter's  bench.  Likewise  dissolution  is  an 
absorption  of  motion,  but  clearly  the  universe  cannot 
absorb  motion.  In  short,  we  can  talk  of  sidereal  or  solar 
evolution,  of  human  or  social  evolution,  of  the  evolution 
of  the  chemical  atom,  but  let  us  give  up,  once  for  all, 
talking  about  world-evolution. 

At  the  same  time,  there  is  one  objection  we  must  raise 
without  necessarily  denying  the  truth  of  Spencer's  theory. 
Mental  evolution  cannot  be  described  as  an  integration  of 
matter  and  a  dissipation   of  motion  !     As  far  as   science 
informs  us,  mental  evolution   takes  place    in    connection 
It  ig  a  theory  with   brain    evolution,  and   quite   in    uniformity  with   it. 
m Jhinicai    ^®  mental  evolution  can,  perhaps,  be  shown  to  go  on  in 
eToiaiion.      a  course  quite  uniform  with  that  of   material  evolution. 
This  objection  against  Mr.  Si)encer's  Theory  of  Evolution 
throws  at  once  a  different  light  upon  it.     It  is  a  theory 
of  mechanical  evolution,  and  only  of  mechanical  evolution. 
However,  this  is  not  a  fundamental  objection  to  it.     In 
our   study  of  the   philosophy  of  nature,  and  of   the  phi- 
losophy of    mind,  we  found  that  the  mechanical  theory 
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must  ultimately  form  the  basis  of  all  our  interpretation  To  apply  the 

of    the    material    and  mental   worlds.     The   world  of  the  oJ|^ie7 '"^ 

secondary  qualities  and  of   mental   life    must  be   coordi-  t-hanses  we 

nated  with  the  world  of  material  atoms  and  its  mechanical  onnnnTe 

laws.     Ultimately,  then,  a  law  of  evolution  of  the  mechan-  ^''^^e  with 

the 

ical  world  does  hold  univei-sally.     It  is  this  fundamental   uu-chaiiicai. 
truth  that  enables  Spencer  to  draw  so  readily  illustrations 
of  his  laws  from  chemistry,  physiology,  psychology,  and 
sociology. 

liut  this  at  once  brings  up  the  question  whether  or  not 
we  can  have  a  similar  theory  of  evolution  of  the  secondary 
qualities  and  of  mental  life.  We  reply  :  If  the  analysis 
of  our  problems  in  earlier  chapters  hold  true,  then  we 
cannot  have  any  such  theory.  Tlie  ultimate  permanent 
element  in  all  changes,  we  had  to  seek  in  the  material, 
atomic  world.  We  could  not  lind  in  the  secondary  qual- 
ities and  n)ind  those  permanent  elements  that  such  a 
theory  requires  us  to  presuppose.  The  ultimate  perma- 
nent elements  for  our  interpretation  must  be  obtained  by 
coiiidinating  the  mechanical  world  with  the  world  of 
quality  and  mind,  tiiat  is,  by  tiiiding  the  laws  of  co- 
existence  holding   b(,'tween   tluin.' 

•  Many  will  find  objections  to  using  lh«  lenn  erolution  at  all  for  Mr. 
Spencer's  theory.  This  question,  however,  we  feel  belongs  to  a  treatise 
to  discuHs.     They  would  prefer  the  term  invohitinn. 

Evolution  for  Spencer  means  an  integration  of  nia(l4;r,  and  dissolution 
a  di8int<-Kration.  If  we  conline  the  ar>;uinent  to  one  sense  of  the  (•■rni, 
SpfrnriT  can  be  justified,  for  evolution  nH-ans  the  roininK  into  b«'in«  of  a 
new  structure  out  of  ilormTiis  alreaily  in  exlHtcnce.  It  is  oppom-d  to  the 
creation  of  new  elenifnts  ;  clearly,  ilien,  in  this  wnse,  it  is  a  theory 
holdini;  of  a  niechani'-al  atomic  worM.  However,  if  we  mean  by  evolu- 
lion  the  development  of  an  object  froni  within,  like  tlio  dcvelopnienl  of 
a  bud  int«>  a  rose,  an  cgn  into  a  chick,  then  S|>encer*s  theor)'  is  not  one 
of  evolution.  Still  all  this  is  a  rjuarrel  about  U>rtns.  However,  should 
it  be  made  a  quarrel  about  principles,  then  the  foroKoinn;  chapU'rs  aro 
clearly  on  Mr.  S|>enoer'N  si<le.  In  the  philosophy  of  nature  we  main- 
tained that  science  can  never  accept  ultimately  any  change  as  a  devel- 
opment from  within  the  object  but  must  analyui  the  object  into  atoms 
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From  all  this  we  imist  see  at  once  that  the  doctrine  of 
evolution  in  no  way  sets  aside  special  creation.  Special 
creali«tn,  or  the  coming  into  being  of  new  elements  (the 
secondary  qualities  and  menUil  states)  is  constantly  tak- 
ing place. 

As  the  result  of  our  study  of  the  theory  of  evolution, 
we  may  sum  up  the  principles  of  evolution  as  follows :  — 
The  1.    The  law  of   evolution   is  api)licable  only  to   a  })art 

BToUiUim."  ®f  ^'•^'  universe,  not  to  the  universe  as  a  totality.  Evo- 
lution involves  the  action  and  reaction  of  causes  from 
without,  and  as  such  affords  a  wrong  picture  of  the  uni- 
verse, for  all  its  action  must  be  immanent,  or  from  within. 

2.  Likewise,  the  law  of  evolution  is  inapplicable  to 
any  part  of  the  world  in  the  sum-total  of  its  reality. 
This  statement  only  repeats  a  principle  that  we  discussed 
in  the  philosoph}'  of  nature.  Any  part  of  reality  is  never 
interpreted  in  the  sura-total  of  its  elements.  Any  part  is 
of  intinite  complexity ;  and  therefore  when  our  minds 
inter]»ret  it,  they  do  so  now  from  this  point  of  view  and 
now  from  that,  now  neglecting  these  elements  and  now 
those. 

3.  In  the  law  of  evolution  we  interpret  objects  as  made 
up  of  parts  that  we  accept  for  the  time  being  as  atoms. 

obeying  mechanical  laws.  This  alone  is  the  final  stage  of  analysis. 
Hence  the  assertion  of  the  spontaneous  development  of  any  object  or  the 
development  (evolution)  of  it  from  within  is  but  a  confession  of  igno- 
rance. The  egg  is  acted  upon  by  forces  from  without,  e.g.,  the  heat  of 
the  mulher'H  body  ;  but  of  course  its  structure  is  the  chief  factor  in  its 
development.  Still  the  part  this  structure  plays  becomes  itself  a  problem 
for  further  analysis,  and  in  this  analysis  we  seek  for  simple  elements  or 
atoms  whose  action  we  can  interpret  according  to  mechanical  laws. 

Hence  this  sense  of  evolution  (development  from  within)  is  not  to  be 
accepted  in  applying  the  term  to  any  object,  for  all  are  ultimately  to  be 
iot«rpreted  mechanically.  It  may,  however,  be  applied  in  a  limited  sense 
to  the  secondary  qualities  and  to  mind,  for  we  have  in  them  just  such 
flpontaneous  change  that  we  have  called  creation  ;  and  again  it  may  be 
applied  without  this  limitation  to  the  world  at  large,  for  here  all  action 
must  be  thought  of  both  as  spontaneous  and  as  coming  from  within. 
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In  short,  the  law  of  evolution  is  a  law  of  the  separation 
and  recombination  of  atoms.  If  we  speak  of  tlie  e voli- 
tion of  our  solar  system,  we  clearly  mean  to  determine  how- 
certain  bodies,  cosmic  dust,  have  so  distributed  themselves 
that  we  have  the  solar  system  as  a  result.  A  similar  truth 
could  be  shown  to  hold  concerning  any  other  example  we 
might  wish  to  bring  forward.  Of  course,  each  one  of 
these  atoms  may  be  in  itself  indelinitely  complex,  and 
likewise,  their  redistribution  may  involve  the  creation 
of  many  qualities  that  the  evolving  object  previously 
lacked,  e.^.,  the  change  of  color  as  a  stiir  evolves. 

Again,  in  the  law  of  evolution  we  strive  to  interpret  the 
new  ivs  only  a  redistribution  of  previously  existing  ele- 
ments. The  law  of  evolution  strives  thus  to  deny  special 
creation,  but  it  can  do  so  only  in  part.  Special  creation 
is  ever  taking  jtiace  ;  and  all  that  the  law  of  evolution 
can  here  assert  in  opposition  holds  only  against  such  spe- 
cial creation  as  would  conflict  with  the  principles  of  con- 
servation (sucli  as  those  of  ma.ss  and  motion).  The  basis 
then  of  the  law  of  evolution  is  the  atomic  system  and  the 
principles  of  conservation;  and  on  this  basis  the  evolution- 
ist is  called  upon  to  show  the  law  in  acectrdance  with  which 
any  system  of  atoms  will  redistribute  themselves. 

4.  The  i)rin(;iples  that  govern  the  distribution  of  matter 
can  1k!  deduced  from  the  axioms  and  deductions  of  me- 
chanics. If  we  follow  Spencer,  they  are :  (a)  The  Insta- 
bility r»f  the  Homogeneous;  (/»)  The  Midliplication  of 
EfTect.s ;  (c)  The  Princijjh!  of  Segregation;  ((/)  The 
Ultimate  Necessity  of  an  lOijuilibrium  ;  (<•)  The  Necessity 
of  Di.Hsolution  after  Integmtion. 


Tb*  world, 
•a  etcnijil 
pror««.t  of 
cluui|;e. 


Creation  U 
Dot  an  act 
aft'^r  tbe 
faabion  of 
human 
deedi. 


CHAPTER    XXXIV 

TELEOLOGY  ^ 

W'k  have  learned  that  the  course  of  nature  is  eternal. 
We  can  ascribe  to  it  no  beginning,  nor  can  we  in  any  way 
predicate  of  it  an  ending.  It  is  an  ever-changing  process, 
in  wliich  the  work  of  creation  goes  on  unceasingly.  The 
character  of  this  work,  that  is,  the  order  in  which  it  takes 
place,  we  can  know  only  in  so  far  as  we  see  it  manifested 
in  the  life  of  the  individual  thing  or  system  of  things. 
But  the  life  of  the  world  as  a  whole  we  cannot  thus  know. 
Each  part  comes  gradually  into  being,  lives  its  span  of  life, 
and  then  goes  back  into  the  darkness  whence  it  came. 
Each  part  does  so,  whether  it  be  the  insect  whose  life  is 
but  a  day,  the  man  whose  years  are  threescore  and  ten, 
the  empire  that  holds  its  sway  for  a  thousand  years,  or 
the  solar  system  whose  duration  is  numbered  in  millions  of 
centuries.  But  the  world  of  which  they  are,  has  neither 
evolution  or  dissolution  ;  the  lifetime  of  a  sidereal  system, 
yes,  a  million  million  times  that  lifetime,  is  to  it  but  "as 
yesterday  when  it  is  past,  and  as  a  watch  in  the  night." 

Can  we  tell  the  end  or  purpose  of  that  world,  the  goal 
whither  all  things  tend?  Are  we  to  look  for  some  ulti- 
mate stage  in  creation  that  will  mark  the  wherefore  of  all 
tliut  has  been  before  ?  Can  we  say  for  what  purpose  the 
creator  has  brought  our  world  into  existence  ? 

1  Parallel  Rpadiny. 

Paubien,  Introduction,  Book  I,  Chapter  II,  Section  3. 

Sigwart,  Kleine  Schriften,  2d  ed.,  Freiburg,  1889.  Der  Kampf  gegen 
den  Zweck. 

Ward,  Naturalism  and  Agnosticism,  Vol.  II,  Lecture  XIX. 

Cf.  Ya^W.t,  I'liilosophisches  Worterbuch,  under  the  term  "  Teleologie"  ; 
abv),  Baldwin's  Dictionary  of  Philosophy. 
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Clearly  we  talk  but  aa  children  when  we  toll  of  (Jo J 
forming  plans  after  the  fashion  of  men.  Clearly  we  Uilk 
but  as  children  when  we  think  of  any  conceivable  stage  of 
the  world  as  the  final  consummation  of  any  such  plan.  The 
creator  is  not  a  man,  nor  does  creation  proceed  after  the 
fashion  of  human  deeds.  When  we  construct  an  object 
or  i^erform  an  action  we  are  but  links  in  that  unending 
chain  of  causation,  —  the  world-[)rocess.  Our  thoughts  and 
their  plans  are  likewise  just  such  links.  They  are  not  a 
true  Ijeginning  of  the  chain,  or  series,  except  as  looked  at 
from  our  finite  human  point  of  view.  We  talk  of  our 
handiwork  as  though  our  plans  had  created  it ;  whereas 
they  were  but  an  infinitesimal  part  of  that  stage  in  the 
world's  histor}'  to  which  our  handiwork  belongs,  and  that 
stage  likewise  is  but  an  infinitesimal  part  of  the  series  tliat 
went  l>efore  it.  Hence  we  are  talkinjj  but  as  children 
when  we  ascrilje  a  result  to  any  one  preceding  event.  In 
its  full  nature  all  tlie  world  has  played  a  part  in  every- 
thing that  is.  Its  Ixiing  and  nature  are  determined  by  all 
before  it,  and  we  may  add  with  equal  surety  even  all  that 
will  follow  after  it. 

The  creator  does    not   work    then   after  the  fiushion   of  Crentionhas 
men.     It  would  be  truer  to  say  that  all  eternity  is  for  him   ""'•'"""""- 

J  J  tnatloii,  or 

but  one  present  moment,  for  the  worhi  in  all  its  totality   tiuai  event. 

enters  into  every  part  of  the  world  and  into  every  moment 

of   its  existence.      To  know  any   one  part  and    any  one 

time  is  to  know  its  relationship  to  all  part^  and  to  all  times  ; 

for  singularism  luis  taught  >is  tliat  we  cannot  sep;iral<!  one 

part  from  any  other  part,  or  <»ne  time  from  any  other  time. 

Such  se[)amtions  are  the  alwtrartions  of  our  thoiight.     The 

reality  is  one  syst<!m,  one  idtimate    thing.      Ther«'fore    no 

time  and  no  part  are  to  Ihj  singled  out  and  regarded  as  a 

consummation,  except,  if  you  will,  in  the  same  partial  way 

yo)i  and  I  single  out  other  event-s. 

Then,  too,  a  world  witho\it  iH-ginning  or  ending  cannot 
Ixj  the  outcome  of  plans  that  form  the  beginning  of  a  series. 


rvsalt  of 
chancf 
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HDi-  cixn   it  havr  au   emliii^'  or  linal  slaL,'e,  that  is,  the  con- 

suumiation  of  some  plan.     As  we  know  the  world,  there 

is   iu»   linalilv   to   it    in   the   sense   of    consummation,  nay, 

niti)t'r,  to  be  in  one  staj^'e  means  but  the  passing  from  that 

stage  to  the  next.     Any  one  moment,  therefore,  is  just  as 

much  and  just  as  little  a  consummation  as  any  other. 

Hut  from  Hut,  it   will  be  objected,  do  you  mean  to  say  that  mere 

•nothrr         chance  has  brought  into  existence  the  marvellous  adapta- 

w««noimain-  tions  We  see  about  us?     Take  our  earth:  how  wonderfully 

TOmM*v<  to      i^  '^'^  adapted  to  be  the  home  of  life,  of  plant,  beast,  and 

b*  revp*i,-.i     iii;in,  and  finally  of  society  and  civilization  I     Is  its  rela- 

iLH  man  el-     tion  to  the  suu,  the  source  of  light  and  heat,  is  the  chemi- 

iouH  v\a\>-      pj^i  structure  of  its  crust,  are  its  air  and  its  rainfall,  but  the 

tAtioQ5  can- 
not h*-  the      results  of  chance  ?     Are  those  wonderful  adaptations  found 

in  all  forms  of  life  to  feed  and  protect  the  individual  and 

to  bring  about  the  procreation  and   preservation  of   the 

species,  are  they  mere  chance  ? 

Think  of  the  marvellous  anatomical  structures  from  those 

in  the  lowest  types  of  life  all  the  way  up  to  those  in  man. 

Ponder  over  the  human  bod}'-  as  a  mechanism,  the  organs 

within,  with  each  its  definite  function  to  perform,  —  the 

lungs,  the  heart,  the  arteries,  the  veins,  the  digestive  tract,  the 

liver,  the  organs  of  secretion  and  excretion.     Finally,  take 

the  nervous  system  and  the  organs  of  sense,  —  the  eye,  the 

ear,  and  the  other  organs.       Think  of  the  adaptation  to 

environment  revealed  in  the  habits  and  instincts  of  every 

animal.     Can  you  dare  to  find  in  all  this  wonderful,  awful, 

adaptation,    aught   but   the    workmanship    of   an    infinite 

intelligence  planning  what  he  performs  ?    Having  in  what 

man  produces  an  example  of  what  mind  has  wrought,  must 

we  not  argue  from  analogy  to  a  mind  infinitely  powerful, 

wise,  and  perfect,  as  the  only  possible  explanation  of  the 

worM  ?     Can  these  marvellous  adaptations  and  organisms 

that  we  find  in  nature  be  the  result  of  blind  chance?     To 

say  HO  were,  as  we  said  before,  to  maintain  an  absurdity  a 

thousand  times  greater  than  to  say,  stone-quarries  of  them- 
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selves  change  into  cathedrals  and  iron  mines  into  locomo- 
tives and  steam-ships. 

What  shall  we  say  in  reply?     Fii-st,  we  shall  call  our  Rt-piy: 
opponent  to  account   for  using   the   word   cliance.     Who  ,V'\^^,"nt 
said  the  wurld  was  the  result  of  chance;  and  in  fact,  wluit   uiisusesthe 
do  you  mean  by  chance?     From  our  human  jioint  of  view  chance  • 
there  is  chance;  but  did  you  anil   I   know  fully  the  laws 
and  order  of  things,  we  should  set  ;u>ide  forever  the  use 
of  this  word.     Vou  and  I,  who  cannot  reckon  before  the 
die  is  cast  how  it  will  lie,  talk  of  chance.     It  is  a  matter  of 
chance  whether  or  not  aces  come  or  sixes ;  but  if  we  have 
the  die  so  loaded  that  aces  will  come  every  time,  will 
double  aces  then  be  chance  ?     Hut  is  one  case  any  the  less 
determined  by  the  physical  laws  oj)erating  in  the  throw 
than  is  the  other?     Clearly,  not  at  all.     The  only  differ- 
ence is  that  you  and  I  arc  able  to  predict  the  result  in  the 
one  case,  whereas  we  are  not  able  to  do  so  in  the  other. 
Chance  then  means  what  cannot  be  predicted  because  of 
our  ignorance  of  the  conditions.       Were  our  knowledge 
greater,   what  chance    event   might  we   not   predict?       In 
short,  the  degree  of  cliance  is  but  relative  to  our  iiiforuiation. 

Hut,  again,  to  urge  that   it  is  inconceivable    that    such    (/-)  The  pro- 
adaptations    sliould    arise    without   a   mind    directintr    the   *'"'''""''''"" 
causal  process  is  likewise  absurd.       It  is  absurd,  for  we  «i<><'n  mit 
cannot    show  even  in  the   matters  of    everyday   life    liow   ,.j(|,iuiii 
mind  directs  the  course  of  events  or  even  that  mind  does  '"'"i'- 

1  y-\  iri  I'l  I  r  •        t  i  lalioillJ  ; 

do  80.  Our  study  of  the  philosophy  of  miinl  taught  us 
tliat  the  fundament;d  exfjlanation  of  all  mental  action  has 
to  be  found  in  terms  of  blind  mechanical  forces.  Nerv<»us 
heredity  and  nervous  habit  are  the  t<'rms  in  which  psy- 
chf)Iogy  has  to  ex[)]ain  the  HUCCCHsion  of  our  mental  states. 
When  I  proftose  to  walk  across  the  room,  jiick  up  a  book, 
and  return  to  my  de.sk,  wiiy  does  my  proposal  result  in 
the  actual  accom[)lisliment  of  the  dnd  j»roposed?  All  we 
can  say  is,  that  it  does  d(»  .so.  It  is  one  of  the  laws  of 
nature,  that  our  thoughts  are  followed   by  actions.       To 


;?i:i 
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expliiin  why  ;i  given  thought  should  result  in  a  given 
ot'tion  \v«.«  have  to  ai)peal  to  the  purely  physical  laws  of 
nervous  ineehanisni.  Thus  we  explain  human  handiwork 
oulv  after  tlie  same  law  of  causation  that  we  interpret  any 
i)ther  series  of  eventij.  By  actual  experience  we  have 
learned  the  connection  between  human  ideals,  or  thoughts, 
ami  human  actions;  therefore  certain  results  found  only 
in  human  handiwork  we  ascribe  always  to  human  ends  as 
the  cause.  But  in  the  last  analysis  a  purely  mechanical 
explanation  would  have  explained  the  result  just  as  ade- 
quately. It  would  have  given  just  as  much  information, 
for  it,  too,  would  have  told  us  the  causal  relations.  When 
psyciiology  explains  human  deeds  teleologically,  no  new 
principle  of  causation  is  brought  in.  If  this  be  not  true, 
then  our  whole  conclusion  concerning  the  philosophy  of 
mind  is  false. 

But  all  this  aside,  will  our  opponent's  position  stand  as 
an  argument  from  analogy  ?  Are  the  adaptations  in  nature 
really  analogous  to  the  adaptations  of  human  handiwork? 
We  know  in  a  general  way  how  both  sets  of  adaptations 
arise.  In  one  case,  minds  act  through  human  bodies  and 
direct  the  forces  stored  up  in  the  nerves  and  muscles  of 
those  bodies.  In  the  other  case  there  is  every  reason  to 
believe  that  no  body  directed  by  a  mind  analogous  to  the 
human  mind  has  been  at  work.  In  the  case  of  human 
workmanship  the  mind  and  the  body  work  apart  from  the 
handiwork  itself.  The  shoemaker  and  the  shoes,  the 
watchmaker  and  the  watch,  are  two  very  different  things. 
Hence,  in  the  case  of  nature,  if  nature  is  the  work  of  a 
power  analogous  to  man,  there  must  be  some  outside 
power  both  spiritual  and  bodily  standing  by  nature  and 
working  over  it  and  handling  it  as  does  a  shoemaker  his 
shoe.  What  a  monstrous  theory !  Is  not  every  particle 
of  eviflence  against  such  a  view? 

If  a  controlling  mind  works  and  directs  nature,  it  must 
do  so  from  within,  not  from  without.     From  without  it 
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would  at  once  be  an  exception  to  the  law  of  the  conserva- 
tion of  energy.  Hence,  if  the  adaptations  of  nature  are 
analogous  to  human  deeds,  they  are  at  the  mt>st  analoL^ous 
only  to  the  control  the  mind  hik>  on  the  body,  for  this  is 
from  within.  Tlieu  we  might  suppose  that  nature  is 
related  to  some  woild-raind  lUi  our  body  is  related  to  our 
mind.  lUit  will  this  analogy  really  hold?  It  certainly 
will  not.  Our  life  is  amid  a  surrounding  world,  and  the 
office  our  mind  performs  is  to  adajit  us  to  that  world. 
But  the  life  of  such  a  universal  spirit  would  not  be  like 
ours.  There  would  be  no  forces  without  its  body  \\'\{\i 
which  to  ct>pe.  lis  life  would  be  one  led  entirely  within 
the  body.  Now,  the  purely  internal  activities  of  our  body 
are  just  the  ones  that  are  least  teleological,  as  far  as  the 
direction  of  human  thought  is  concerned.  The  beating 
of  the  heart,  the  breathing,  the  digestion,  and  the  other 
physiological  processes  of  the  body,  go  on  with  little 
thought  or  direction  fnmi  our  minds:  and  if  it  were  not 
for  the  changing  conditions  c»f  the  daily  environment,  we 
eouhl  get  along  very  well  witljoutany  intelligence  whatever. 
In  fact,  where  we  can  substitute  for  carefully  planned  and 
carefully  wrought  actions,  habits,  we  are  constantly  doing 
80.  A  permanent  form  of  adjustment  to  environment,  such 
as  a  liabit  is,  is  just  the  type  of  existence  toward  whieli  we  all 
tend;  and  liabits  are,  when  thoronglily  establislied,  alnutst 
a.s  mechanical  a.s  breathing.  In  short,  oidy  the  variety  of 
environment  and  its  constant  changes  save  us  from  becom- 
ing mere  machines.  If  evolution  tells  us  auglit  about  the 
origin  of  the  human  mind,  it  tells  us  that  the  oflice  for 
wliich  our  mind  has  In-en  selected  by  nature  is  just  ada]»tn- 
tion  to  the  external  world.  Now  a  world-spirit  would 
therein  lead  a  very  different  life  from  our  own.  .hist  to 
p<'rform  that  office  that  you  and  I  do  with  least  thought, 
we  argue  would  refpiire  mind  in  nature.  No,  the  oflice  of 
8uch  a  world-spirit  in  nature  would  not  be  analogous  to 
the  work  our  niimls  peiform. 
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Wf  must  thon  conclude  that  this  whole  tyi)e  of  teleology, 
which  wc  luiiy  call  anthi()[)oniorphic  teleology,  breaks 
down,  no  nialifr  from  what  point  we  may  view  it. 

M.it  must  wc  therefore  set  aside  all  teleology  ;  is  there 
not  another  meaning  of  the  word  that  does  apply  to  the 
world  in  its  eternal  process  of  creation?  There  may  be  no 
detinito  states  in  its  countless  changes  that  are  to  b(;  re- 
Crardcd  as  the  consummations  of  the  creator's  plans.  Such 
a  iloctrine  we  have  set  aside.  The  assertion  of  a  universal 
end  whither  all  creation  tends  is  a  theory  that  involves  us 
in  absurdity. 

Yet,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  no  less  absurd  to 
teach  that  we  have  told  all  there  is  to  say,  that  we  have 
exhausted  reality,  when  we  have  given  the  laws  of  nature 
or  the  causal  laws  of  order  in  which  nature's  changes  take 
place.  The  mechanical  story  of  the  world  simply  tells  us 
that  a  is  followed  by  b,  c  by  c?,  and  g  by  /;  and  therefore 
when  a  and  c  and  e  did  occur,  b  and  d  and  /  followed. 
Thus,  if  we  assume  the  existence  of  the  nebula  of  cosmic 
dust  that  we  believe  formed  the  primitive  state  of  our 
solar  system,  and  the  validity  of  the  laws  of  mechanics, 
including  those  of  gravitation,  we  have  to  grant  that  there 
will  exist  in  the  course  of  time  a  solar  system  like  our  own. 
All  this  is  true;  but  is  it  the  whole  truth?  All  that  the 
mechanical  theory  tells  us  is  that  what  did  happen  obeyed 
certain  laws.  It  tells  us,  given  a  you  will  have  b  as  an 
effect ;  but  it  does  not  tell  the  story  why  a  is  given.  Why 
did  just  the  nebula  of  cosmic  dust  exist  that  did  constitute 
the  primitive  state  of  the  solar  system  ?  You  may  reply, 
because  x  preceded,  and  x  is  always  followed  by  ^/.  Of 
course  such  answers  would  involve  us  in  the  infinite  series 
pushing  backward  from  state  to  state  for  eternity.  But 
thi.s  was  not  our  question.  Our  question  is  :  Why  is  b  and 
not  c  the  result  of  a,  or  why  is  y  and  not  z  the  result  of  a;? 
To  this  your  mechanical  theory  can  answer  nothing.  Hence 
the  question  arises :  Can  we  say  aught  why  the  world  is 
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such  as  it  is :  why  the  uniformities  of  nature  are  just  what 
they  are  ;  why  a  nel)uhi  of  star-dust  shouhl  be  of  such  a 
character  that  in  time  it  developed  into  a  sohvr  systiMu,  an 
earth,  and  the  living  organisms  on  that  earth  with  all  their 
wonderful  adaptations,  why  part  of  creation  took  the  form 
of  humanity,  society,  civilization,  and  culture? 

As  our  discussion  of  creation  has  shown  us,  we  have  no 
means  of  answering  this  question.  In  fact,  tlie  onl}'  mean- 
ing we  can  give  to  the  word  "  why  "  is  that  it  asks  for  a 
cause.  Has  then  our  "why"  any  meaning?  Ves,  it  is 
simply  a  protest  against  regarding  the  mechanics  of  nature 
as  anything  but  an  abstraction.  The  reality  is  intinitely 
more  than  a  mere  abstract  network  of  law.  The  leality  is 
that  which  oixiys  the  law,  but  it  is  more  tiian  the  law.  It  is 
true  that  the  world  obeys  laws,  ami  tiiat  the  only  way  in 
which  we  can  explain  any  })art  or  event  of  nature  is  to 
g^ve  the  law  it  obeys.  Hut  reality  is  more  than  the  answer 
to  this  "why."  Reality  is  the  oiganism,  it  is  the  adajjta- 
tion,  it  is  the  star-dust  that  hius  the  future  before  it  to  l)e  a 
living  man  or  woman,  animal  or  plant.  In  short,  we  have 
tlie  fact  that  the  world  is  such,  that  it  iloes  in  the  course 
of  creation  have  these  wontlerful  organisms  and  adapta- 
tions. That  fact  is  Ijeyond  dispute.  That  fac^t  is  not  de- 
scribed in  the  me<;hanical  story  of  reality,  it  is  to  that 
fact  that  the  term  telfoloijif  may  and  shoidd  be  used  to 
call  attention.  Reality  is  in  part  just  the.se  wonderful 
adajjUitions.      They   belong  to  it;    they  are  of  it. 

Hut  whv  slumld  we  call  this  doctrine  a  teleology'.^     .lust     ih,.  world 
Iwcause  all   these  things  —  man,  animals,  plants,  solar  sys- 
tems, society  —  were   not  always  hen;.       They  came    into  .umI  Iih 
rx'ing  ;  thev  were  created,      r  rom  all  et(?nnty  the  univcMse   |,.,„,|,„^ 


iii'l  (ill  It  Ih 
liiti|;H  to  it 


mi) 


wjw  such  tiiat   they  in  lime  had  t«)    be.       I  he   past    is  tlie  '"from  nil 

,  ,     ,  ,    ,  ,     ,  ,  <i<'nilly. 

forerunner  of  the  present  and  future,  and  the  |)rescMt  and  r,,  iIiIh  f««t 

future  are    the;   true  and    oidy   possible   siicc»!ssors  of  the  '!'','"'."" 

past.       No   stage   of  the    world   in    its   full   reality  can   be  nf<-r».    Tlia 

separated  from  the  other  stages.     Past,  present,  and  future  ^""■'''•"•"' 
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art'  necessiuily  intorli'i'ked  as  stages  of  one  eternal  reality, 
tlie  uiiivei-se.  'IMie  past  determines  the  future;  but  we  can 
sjiy  just  as  truly,  the  future  determined  the  past.  In  this 
sense  the  world  is  an  eternal  present,  and  the  totality  of 
its  U'ing  is  involved  in  every  moment  and  in  every  crea- 
ture (»f  every  monuMit.  Each  is  what  it  is  because  of  all 
the  rest :  hut  all  the  rest,  we  might  just  as  well  say,  is 
what  it  is  because  of  the  humblest  of  God's  creatures. 
An  intiiiite  intelligence  could  have  seen  in  what  was,  all 
that  is,  and  in  all  that  is,  all  that  was  and  will  be. 

Thus  teleology  pctints  out  the  wonderful  adaptations  in 
reality,  and  bids  us  remember  that  from  eternity  to  eter- 
nity in  all  stages  of  the  world,  these  had  to  be,  were 
determined  to  be.  They  are  not  something  over  and  above 
the  world,  for  all  belongs  to  the  world.  They  are  in  that 
sense  not  mere  chance  accompaniments ;  but  they  are  of 
the  very  blood  and  bone  of  reality  itself,  and  through  the 
causal  laws  are  so  from  all  eternity  to  all  eternity.  In 
this  way  teleology  attempts  to  combine  in  one  picture  the 
concrete  reality  and  the  abstractions  taught  by  science  as 
holding  of  reality,  —  the  concrete  thing  with  the  law  it 
obeys.  We  might  say,  it  views  the  thing  in  the  light  of 
its  universal  history.  Of  course  our  finite  imaginations 
afford  us  but  the  most  inadequate  picture  of  this  world- 
process  that  our  words  imply ;  but  still  the  finite  wonders 
and  beauties  of  nature  we  can  perceive,  and  no  theory  dare 
declare  them  to  be  other  than  the  creator's  and  his  mani- 
festation of  himself. 

Yet  there  is  an  even  deeper  meaning  than  this  to  tele- 
ology ;  but  with  it  we  pass  from  metaphysics  and  science 
over  to  religion.  This  deeper  meaning  asserts  that  the 
universe  meets  ultimately  the  needs  of  our  will  and  its 
ideals,  that  the  universe  is  itself  ideal.  But  the  discussion 
of  this  religious  interpretation  of  reality  and  of  its  validity 
we  must  put  off  till  a  later  chapter. 
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We  have   now    concluded    our   study    of    metaphysics.   Metaphysics 
We  have  drawn  often  quite  settled  conclusions,  but  fre-  ','"''*' '"  ^"^ 
quently  we  have  been  led  by  our  reflection  to  problems  wi*   pn>i)Uuis. 
had  to  let  pass  by  unsolved.     In  so  doing  we  have  pointeil 
to  a  possible  continuation  of  our  reflection  upon  problems 
even  more  truly  fundamental  than  those  we  were  solving. 

We  found  tlie  true  character  of  the  atomic  theory  to  be    The  mw 
quite  different  from    what   we   ordinarily   suppose.     The  i"^^''"*'- 
interpretation  of  nature  and  also  of  mind  is  a  jjrocess  of 
di.s.secting ;  and  after  we  have  torn  to  pieces,  we  are  liable 
to  deceive  oui-selves  by  concluding  that  the  pieces  are  the 
reality.     But  the  results  of  scientific  analysis  give  us  not  K<':iiity  con- 
the  concrete  reality,  but  al)stractions,  vet  of  course  al)strac-  'TV'"  "."^ 
tions  that  have  a  meaning  for  reality-      Tliey  descriln.'  real-   Hut  why  is 
ity,  but  each  one  only  in  its  own  one-sidetl  way.     Reality  is  J)^|„i"r,^i7 
always  infiriit(;ly  more  than  any  one  of  these  abstractions. 

Vet,  on  the  other  liand,  we  felt  that  we  had  to  follow 
this  line  of  analysiH  and  abstnwtion  th<»ugh  it  took  us  away 
from  the  concn^te  reality.  Hut  wliy  do  we  have  to  do  so/ 
Why  is  Hcieneo  a  sv-steni  of  abstractions?  To  learn  this 
we  sliall  have  to  h-arii  what  knowledge  is  and  wliv  knowl- 
edge mtist  take  just  this  form. 

-\gain,   we   have    maintained    throughout  that   the  laws    AkhIh.  how 
which  science  diHcoverH  hold  of  reality  univcrHally.     Still,   K'|'',w'ti,„t 

at  the  same  time,  nothing  could   Ik.*  clearer  than  our  eon-   lnwnhnifi 

d,,    .  •     .  .1-.  1      •  1         .     niilvrriwilly? 

usion  :   Science  can  interpret  reality  only  in  part  and  not 

as  a  totality.     Surely  the  world  in  its  infinite    proccsnes 
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can  nov(>r  1h>  under  our  direct  study ;  yet  somehow  we 
8oom  roadv  to  assert  that  what  is  true  of  one  part  is  true 
of  all,  for  wo  intei-pret  nature  as  an  inlinite  system  of  atoms, 
each  of  which  obeys  the  hiws  of  conservation  and  causa- 
tion. By  what  right  liave  we  done  this?  No  direct 
observation  of  nature  could  give  us  sufficient  data  for  sucli 
stupendous  conclusions.  How  can  we  then  be  sure  that 
these  principles  of  science  have  universal  validity  ?  Here 
is  certainly  a  new  proV)lem  upon  which  we  should  reflect; 
and  as  we  shall  see,  it  is  a  problem  that  will  draw  us  into 
the  study  of  knowledge  and  its  validity. 
u  Here   we   are   speaking  of  the  validity  of   knowledge. 

TaH*?*^^*     Yes,  science  proceeds  to  interpret  the  world ;  but  are  we 
sure  that  such  a  thing  as  a  valid  interpretation  is  possible  ? 
May  we  not  even  go  so  far,  as  thorough  thinkers  must 
we  not  go  so  far,  as  to  ask:  Is  a  knowledge  of  the  woild 
possible  ?     Is  science  really  what  it  claims  to  be  ?     Is  it 
trustworthy  ?     It  tells  us  of  the  future.     How,  after  all, 
can  it  foretell  what  is  to  be  ?     It  tells  us  what  has  been ; 
but  what  has  been  will  never  return  again.     How,  then, 
can  we  be  sure  what  it  was? 
Hare  we  not       Clearly,  our  study  is  not  complete,  for  it  leaves  us  so 
Kau^um.       many  fundamental  questions.     Of  these,  perhaps,  no  one 
Morality.       appeals  more  to  us  than  questions  of  religion  and  morality, 
What  piac-     ^^^^  what  becomes  of  religion  and  morality  if  the  world  be 
such  as  our  philosophical  study  of  science  indicates  that  it 
must  be  ?     Are  there  other  problems,  purely  religious  ones, 
over  and  above  science  and  her  teachings,  or  is  religion  set 
aside   by  scientific   results   as   worthless   vagary?     Where 
does  religion   belong  in  our  endeavor  to  know  what  the 
world  is?     Where  does  ethics  belong?     Where  does  art 
belong  ? 

The  longer  we  think  the  more  do  we  find  for  further 
thought,  and  thus  we  end  our  study  of  metaphysics  with 
many  questions  still  unanswered. 

But  though  our  study  is  far  from  complete,  still  we 


are  we  to 
ffive  them  ? 
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have  reached  some  very  important  results.  Some  of  these 
results  have  already  been  indicated  in  our  conclusion. 

The  world  as  seen  by  metaphysics  is  a  world  of  one  inii-  o,ir  rcsuitt. 
nite  eternal  substance.  This  means  that  in  the  act  of 
dividing  the  world  into  parts  we  can  nowhere  make  an  sinniiiurism. 
absolute  division.  It  means  that  there  exists  between 
each  and  every  element  of  the  world  a  relationshiji,  so  that 
a  change  in  one  element  brings  with  it  changes  in  all.  It 
means  that  the  world  is  one  organic  system. 

Further,  we  found  that  the  world  undergoes  all  it.s  The  i.iin- 
changes  in  accordance  with  fixed  laws  of  causation.  'The  |..',',',^^,|^,„ 
law  of  causation  is  universal.     Hut  amid  the  changes  not  ami  lonser- 

111  r  •  .  11         ,•  1      1        .  1  VHtioil. 

only  do  laws  of  causation  remain  eternally  lixed,  but  also 
certain  elements  of  the  changing  events  themselves  —  their 
ultimate  sj)atial  relationships,  their  mass  and  motion. 

Again,  the  world,  ivs  revealed  to  us,  presents  two  sides  Dualism 
that  resist  all  identification,  — the  world  of  nature  and  that 
of  mental  life.  The  two  are  distinct,  —  the  one  spatial,  the 
other  non-spatial.  Yet  this  dualism  is  not  an  absolute 
one.  The  two  elements  of  the  world  are  distinct ;  but 
still  substantially,  or  causally,  they  are  one,  for  tliere  is 
complete  and  necessary  uniformity  between  thcin,  reveal- 
ing their  fundamental  unity. 

I'inally,  we  had  to  op[)()se  all   att<!mpts  to  identify  the    nip  piiysl- 
secondarv   (iualiti(!S  with    the    fundamental    charaetcM-istics   ''"'    "^ "'! -^ 

J       I  one  piirt  of 

of  matter.      \W'.   did   give   full   support    to   the   nieehanital    thr  Hiory  of 

1  r  1  ■.  I  1-      1    i  II       reality. 

theory  of  nature,  and  to  it  even  wlien  aj)plie(l  to  psyeliol- 
ogy.  Vet  this  HUj>port  in  no  way  means  to  deny  the  real- 
ity of  nuMital  states  or  of  Heeondary  (jualitieH.  It  means 
that  the  ineclmnieal  theory  holds  of  all  the  world,  but  is 
Htill  only  a  very  Hmall  part  of  the  whole  Htory  of  icality- 
Besides  the  story  of  the  mcrhanieal  jtroer.sHcs  we  must  l-ell 
also  the  story  of  every  other  distincrt  (dement  of  th«^  worhl. 
Each  truly  exists,  and  the  e<)mplet4!  story  must  therefon» 
include  the  mental  world  and  also  the  world  of  seef)iidary 
qualities. 
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tarism. 


lUit  iK'fore  piissing  to  more  truly  fundamental  problems, 
we  must  trv  to  say  something  of  the  concrete  reality  which 
science  interprets  only  in  abstract  terms  —  this  reality  of 
which  a  mechanical  atomic  world-order  does  hold,  but 
whicli  is  itself  infmitely  more  than  merely  mechanical. 
Can  we  not  get  a  picture  of  the  throbbing,  living  concrete 
as  opposed  to  the  dead,  dried-up,  changeless  abstract? 
Some  have  compared  it  to  our  own  life,  even  to  our  mental 
lift*,  and  especially  to  our  wills.  They  have  said  that  the 
worhl  presents  the  same  picture  as  our  spiritual  life.  It 
has  all  the  elements  of  spontaneous  change.  The  new  is 
constantly  taking  the  place  of  the  old,  the  old  changing  of 
itself  into  the  new.  This  doctrine  that  all  is  will,  is  called 
Jliluntarism. 

In  reply  to  this  view,  we  admit  the  facts  referred  to,  but 
hesitate  to  call  them  will.  The  world  in  the  concrete  is 
truly  one  analogous  to  our  wills.  Creation  is  ever  taking 
place.  Spontaneity  describes  it  as  does  no  other  term. 
This  picture  of  a  living,  throbbing  reality  we  have  tried 
to  impress  upon  the  reader.  But  it  is  dangerous  to  use 
terms  applied  in  a  narrower  sense  to  our  mind  and  to  ele- 
ments of  our  mental  life  in  this  much  broader  sense.  The 
world  is  will,  if  you  choose  so  to  call  it ;  but  it  is  will  in  a 
broader  sense  than  psychology  uses  that  term.  The  world 
is  alive,  but  it  is  alive  in  a  broader  sense  than  biology  uses 
the  term.  Voluntarism  and  hylozoism  are  right,  but  the 
terms  are  nevertheless  very  misleading  ones.  We  grant 
the  analogy  between  reality  and  spirit,  between  reality  and 
life,  but  no  more.  The  world  contains  life  and  it  contains 
spirit.  It  creates  both.  There  can  be  no  contradiction 
between  it  on  the  one  hand  and  life  and  will  on  the 
other. 

We  may  then  conclude :  The  world  is  the  scene  of  an 
infinite  varietif  of  elements  undergoing  perpetual  and  spon- 
taneous cham/e.  or  creation  of  the  new,  yet  in  so  doing  retain- 
i^9  forever   as   permanent   elements   certain   fundamental 
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relations,  or  laws ;  and  tltroxufh  these  relations,  or  laws, 
every  element  is  knit  tO(/ether,  some  near^  some  far,  with 
evert/  other  element,  thus  forming  a  unity  whereiyi  all  are 
members  one  of  another.  Such  is  the  world  revealed  by 
metaphysics  as  we  turn  to  our  deeper  problem,  —  the 
problem  of  knowledge. 
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INTUODUCTOKV ' 

W'l-:  have  gone  through  one  great  part  of  the  field  of  The  Prob- 
our  reflective  study,  only  to  find  that  new  and  more  truly  J^oViedw, 
fundamental    problems    meet    us    everywhere.     We    liave 
th«jughi  alwut  the  world  that  science  interprets  but  have 
not  answered  the  deeper  question:    Wliat  is  science  itself? 

'  Litemture  on  the  Theor<j  of  Knowledge'. 

Tlie  student  who  desires  to  be;;in  a  «erioiLs  study  of  ppist^^molojjy  is 
adviiied  lo  read  carefully  The  Theory  of  Kiiowledi;p,  by  L.  T.  Hol)- 
houju!.  London,  Ib'.Kj.  This  work  treats  of  many  lopicH  belonf^in^;  rather 
to  logic  ;  but  the  student  will  find  iu  it  a  clear  presentation  of  ini]xjrtant 
problems  and  good  means  of  becomint;  acipiaintcd  with  further  liu-rature. 
If  be  desire  to  study  logic  along  with  his  study  of  epist<'mologj',  he  will 
do  well  to  master  Sigwart's  great  work  :  I^igic,  by  Dr.  ChriHtoi)!!  Sigwart, 
Translated  by  Helen  Dendy.  2  Vols.  London,  1H0&.  [Logik,  von  Dr. 
(;iiristo;.li  .Sigwart.  zweile  Aufl.'me.  Freiburg  i.  B.,  iSH'.t  and  181*.'$.  j  ThiH 
book,  loo,  will  introduce  him  to  further  literature. 

Hut.  he  will  soon  liml  that  a  knowledge  of  the  history  of  Iho  problem! 
U  essential  ;  and  for  this,  much  time  would  be  needi^l.  Such  a  study 
Would  require  the  careful  reading,  in  onler.  of  Locke's  Kssay  on  tho 
Human  Understanding;  Berkeley's  I'rincipleN  of  ilum.an  Knowledge; 
IIuine'M  Treatise  of  Human  Naluru,  B<K)k  I  (of  the  Understanding); 
or  Hume's  Kn'|uiry  concerning  Human  rnderslandlng.  Next  he  will 
ne<rd  to  undertake  the  hard  tojtk  of  carefully  studying  Knnt's  ('riti((Uo 
of  I'ure  Ueaifin 

This  reading  may.  however,  bo  greatly  short4'ned  for  him  by  choosing, 
lnst«>a<J  of  the  comi'lete  works,  the  following  editicuis  of  selections  :  — 

.Selections  from  Berkeley,  by  A.  ('.  Kra*!r.      Oxfonl. 

In  S<!ries  of  .M>Mlern  I'hlloHophers,  edite<l  by  E.  II.  Sneath.  Henry 
Holt  &  Cn. 

<\)  Lo.k-,  l)v  .]   V.   n-y<^-\\ 
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or  that  most  iibstnu-t  and  general  of  all  questions :  What 
ultimate  truths  about  the  world  are  assumed  in  our  veiy 
attemi)t  to  know  it?  We  have  talked  somewhat  about 
the  ideals  and  the  task  of  science  ;  but  we  have  not 
determined  whether  or  not  these  very  ideals  are  more 
than  vain  air-castles  built  by  man's  ambition  but  quite 
beyond  his  realization  ;  whether  or  not  science  can  accom- 
j)lish  the  very  task  she  claims  to  be  doing.  We  have 
not  determined:  What  are  the  powers  and  the  limits  of 
knowledge? 
The  proh-  You  and  I  depend  upon  our  minds  to  know  this  world, 

b"ihe****'      and  that  moans  upon  our  organs  of  perception  and  upon 
Senses.  our  ability  to  reorganize  the  data  that  we   get   by  per- 

ception into  the  system  that  we  call  knowledge.  To 
know,  we  are  necessarily  dependent  upon  our  organs  of 
sense,  for  without  them  all  would  be  to  us  a  perfect 
blank.  Rob  us  of  our  eyes,  our  ears,  our  sense  of  touch, 
how  little  should  we  know  of  the  world  in  which  we 
live.  But  may  we  not  ask :  Are  these  very  instruments 
of  perception  to  be  trusted?  The  philosophers  of  old 
used  to  doubt  it  and  urged  all  manner  of  evidence  to  show 
how  untrustworthy  the  senses  are.  Nowadays  we  have 
little  patience  with  any  one  that  seriously  urges  such  evi- 

(2)  Hume,  by  II.  A.  Aikins. 

For  Kant.     Prof.  Joliu  Watson's  Selections  from  Kant. 

For  HLstories  of  Philosophy,  cf.   Note  to  Chapter  LVII. 

The  general  student  is  referred  for  further  reading  to  Paulsen's 
Introduction  to  Philosophy,  to  Professor  Watson's  An  Outline  of 
Philosophy,  and  to  John  Caird's  An  Introduction  to  the  Philosophy  of 
Religion.     New  edition.     Glasgow,  1001. 

Among  important  writers  on  the  Theory  of  Knowledge  are  the 
following  :  — 

Bradley,  Appearance  and  Reality.  2d  ed.  London  and  New  York, 
1897. 

Uiehl,  Der  philosophische  Kritici.smus  und  seine  Bedeutung  fiir  die 
positive  Wissenschaft.     Leipzig.     1870-1887. 

Ormond,  Foundations  of  Knowledge.     London  and  New  York,  1900. 

Sir  Wm.  Hamilton,  Lectures  on  Metaphysics. 

W.  Scbuppe.     Erkenntnisstheoretische  Logik.     Bonn,  1878. 
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dence ;  but  then,  are  we  justitied  in  so  doing?  Did  not 
the  ancient  thinkers  find  a  real  problem?  Was  it  a 
wholly  foolish  one  ?  Evidently  not.  Our  senses  do  cer- 
tainly deceive  lis  now  and  then.  Not  merely  do  we  all 
have  dreams  and  illusions,  but  some  of  us  are  color-blind. 
Then  again,  think  how  one-sided  our  whole  sensorial  sys- 
tem is.  Think  how  many  objects  in  the  world  without 
wholly  escape  our  perception.  They  are  hidden  from  our 
view,  or  they  are  too  small  or  too  large  to  be  properly  seen. 
Who  of  us  ever  saw  the  earth  as  a  whole  ?  Who  has  seen 
the  chemical  atoms?  Who  has  seen  the  iinpDnderable 
bodies  in  surrounding  space?  Now,  if  there  are  so  many 
things  whose  existence  we  oidy  infer  but  never  perceive, 
how  many,  perhaps  inlinitely  many,  tilings  are  there  about 
us  whoso  very  existence  even  escapes  our  knowleilge. 

lint  there  are  many  other  questions  besides  that  trouble   Tho  prob- 
the  philosopher.      You  and  I  perceive  the  objuctii  about  us   d,^,  ."world" 
and   so    know    them.      But    why    do  we    perceive    tliem  ?  fniiisnend- 
Clearly  because    they  make  im[)ressions  upon  our  brains  ,„in.iH. 
through  our  organs  of  sense,  and  then  give  rise  to  mental 
sUites  in  our  minds.      May   we  not  therefore  rightly  ask, 

Amonn  the  Irtaiines  on  Uy^ic  reftixMico  hIiouUI  In-  nwuli'  to  tho 
(ollowin;;  :  — 

.JevoiiH,  'Ilio  I'rincipliH  of  Sciciir*-.     'M  vt\.     London,  1H77. 

Venn,  The  I'rincipleH  of  Knipiricil  or  Inductive  L«i>(ic.     Ixindon,  188{). 

.1.  S.  .Mill,  A  SyHt«iu  of  Logic.  RalicMMnalivH  and  Induclivr.  London, 
184.'J.     0th  e<l.      187.'.. 

Ili-mi.  I/Otz<',  I»({ik.  '2d  e<l.  IHHO.  Knulinh  IraiiHl.ilion.  rd  by  H. 
Bowinqurt.     2  voU.     2d  id.      I/ondiin,  IHHH. 

Wllh.lni  Wiindt,  lA>n\k.  Hd.  I.  Krk.-nntniHMUiin-.  2d  «cl.  Hd  II. 
Mcth.xl.ni.iir.-.     2d  rd.     Stuttgart.     IHO.l-lWM. 

Bonno  Krdmann,  I^>(tlk.      I.  Kh-mfnlJirlrlinv      Hallo  a.  8,  1H1»2. 

F.  M.  Hradlc  y,  Th«  I'rinclph'H  of  LM^ir.     Ix>n«lon,  18H.'J. 

II.  A.  AikinH.  Tho  rrinclpliM  of  Loxir.     N.-w  York,  11K>2. 

Ilitt'trirnl  Xnlr.  Tlioiigh  llio  'Ilii-ory  of  KnowlcdRo  iH  om  oUI  m 
philf»M)phy,  ntlll  ll  dmii  not  become  a  diffi-n-nllnKMl  dlwipllno  till  tho 
eif^htopnth  crnlury.  It  bocamo  m  abovo  all  In  Kanl'«  ('rilii|uo  of  Turn 
Rpojion  anri  to  a  !••»»«  f  xtcnr  In  the  prcvlmw  wrlu-re.  —  l/ocko,  Ucrkclcy ,  and 
Hume.     Cf.  Chapt*  r  I, VII 


:vi() 


IN  1  KiiDi  (HON  T(i  riiiLosornY 


Tb«  prob- 
lem :  Is 

thought  a 

procem? 


whether  or  not  our  minds  have  before  them  merely  mental 
slates  and  never  the  real  world  without  our  minds;  for 
tliis  worhl  only  gives  rise  to  our  perceptions  and  is  not  to 
U>  identitied  wiili  the  perceptions  themselves.  Thus  the 
image  of  this  lx)ok  now  in  your  mind  is  not  the  book 
itself.  If  you  shut  your  eyes,  the  image  passes  away,  but 
the  lx)ok  does  not.  Then,  again,  if  you  walk  away  from 
the  book,  say  you  are  standing  in  a  long  hallway,  the 
book  keeps  looking  smaller  and  smaller  as  you  proceed, 
till  finally  it  becomes  a  mere  speck  in  the  distance. 
Clearly,  the  book  is  not  like  the  little  dark  object  you  see 
two  hundred  feet  away.  Clearly,  what  you  see  is  the 
book  as  it  appears  to  you,  not  the  book  as  it  is.  Thus  we 
may  raise  the  startling  question :  Is  the  world  not  one 
thing,  and  what  you  and  I  perceive  quite  a  different 
thing?  Do  we  really  perceive  the  world,  or  is  it  only  the 
world  as  it  appears  to  our  minds  that  we  perceive,  a  sort  of 
reflection  of  the  world?  The  world  is  without  our  minds, 
our  perceptions  are  within  our  minds,  or,  as  the  technical 
phrase  runs,  the  world  is  objective  and  our  thoughts  are 
subjective.  Can  we  know  an  objective  world,  or  are  we 
limit^id  to  the  revelations  of  our  own  minds,  to  the  impres- 
sions the  objective  world  makes  upon  our  minds?  And 
then,  do  we  know  whether  or  not  the  objective  world  is 
really  like  the  world  our  senses  cause  us  to  perceive? 

But  deeper  problems  still  remain  to  trouble  us.  We 
may  bring  into  question  not  only  our  source  of  informa- 
tion alx)ut  the  world  but  also  the  process  by  which  we 
transform  the  data  of  sense  into  knowledge.  Do  our 
minds  in  reasoning  or  drawing  inferences  about  the  world 
go  through  a  process  that  can  be  accepted  as  thoroughly 
trustworthy?  Do  they  conflict  with  the  very  laws  we 
accept  as  the  axioms  of  rational  thinking?  Our  study 
will  show  us  that  in  interpreting  the  world  we  presuppose 
many  things  about  it;  that  is,  take  many  thoughts  for 
granted.     Sometimes  our  minds  seem  to  presuppose  prem- 
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ises  we  should  like  to  question  —  premises  that  never  get 
the  justification  fairness  would  demand.  Or,  again,  some- 
times our  reiuion  seems  to  go  outside  of  its  evidence  and 
to  draw  conclusions  about  an  objective  world  never  actu- 
ally given  us  in  the  data  of  sense. 

Then,  too,  there  remains  one  other  most  important  prob-  The  prob- 
Ilmii.     We  have  been  talking  all  alone  about  science.     Are   '*"""/ J|^» 
lliere  not  other  fields  of  knowledge  than  science  ?     There   inu-rpre- 
are,  indeed.     We  may  say  brielly  :   There  are  three  other   reaiuy? 
great  fields  of    knowledge,  —  religion,  int.   and    morality. 
Now  may  not  these  also  be  called  into  question  ;  and  what 
is  more,  may  not  and  do  not  controversies  exist  l>etween 
some    of   them?      In  fact,  we  are    all   familiar    with   the 
phrase,  "The  warfare  between  science  and  religion."     What 
does  this  warfare  mean  ?     Does  it  mean  that  science  alone 
lias    the  right  to  be   called   knowledge  ?   that   there  is    no 
legitimate  place   for  religion  .''      Why  should  there   be  a 
warfare?     Are   both   valid,   but   different,  answers   to  the 
game  question  ?     Or  are  they  diflerenl  answers  to  different 
questions?     In   short,  is  science  the  only  true  interpreta- 
tion of  the  world,  or  are  these  other  three  partnere  in  the 
great  work  of  knowledge? 

We  thus  find  four  great  classes  of  problems  yet  to  be    iimtc  thun 
dealt  with:    first,  What  is  the  nature  of  knowledge?    sec-  pl",[^'j^ ,',7' 
ondlv.  What  establishes  its  validity?  tliirdly.  What  are  its   prohi.-mu. 
ultimate  j)reinises?    and  fourthly.   Arc   there  several  ulti- 
mate ways  of  interjireting  reality? 

Now  the  science  or  <lisriprme  of  philosojihy  that  under-  Thoy  form 
UikcH  to  answer   these   four  <|uestions  is  called  the  Theory   ,„",J,V;,7 
of  Knowledge,  or   Kpist<'mfih»gv.      We  n>av  then  say  that   Uk-  iin'ory 
e[»ist<'mology  is  the  science  of  knowledgj-   in  general,  that   „ij,^ 
is,   of    knowledge    considere<l    apart   from    any  speciid   in- 
stance of  knowledge.     We  may  expresH  this  thought  less 
abstractly  and    more    clearly  thuH :       It   is  the    science  of 
those  problems  f»f  knowledge  that  are  present  in  all  pos- 
sible examples  of  interpretation,  be  they  science,  art,  reli- 
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^iou,  or  any  otluT  form.  Thus,  the  T/iforj/ of  Knowledge 
it  the  Bcienre  of  hnowledtje  in  general  ax  the  interpreter  of 
rfiilit;/.  This  science  forms  the  subject-matter  of  our 
second  juxrt. 

But  can  wo  not  likewise  state  more  definitely  the  prob- 
lems sucli  a  science  is  called  upon  to  solve?  The  defini- 
A  rt«*tat*-  lion  will  help  us  to  do  so.  First,  knowledge  claims  to  be 
wwbleins'*  ^^^  interpreter,  therefore  we  must  ask:  What  is  it  to  inter- 
pret? What  is  the  nature  of  interpretation?  But  fur- 
ther, knowledge,  or  interpretation,  involves  a  claim,  for  all 
knowledge  claims  to  be  true ;  in  fact,  it  is  in  all  the  world 
the  one  thing  that  we  speak  of  as  true  or  false.  It  assumes 
a  responsibility,  and  on  this  account  we  call  it  true  or  false, 
according;  as  it  fulfills  or  fails  to  fulfill  the  office  it  has 
undertaken.  To  express  the  same  truth  otherwise  :  Knowl- 
edge claims  validitij  for  itself.  Now  what  is  meant  by 
truth  and  validity,  and  does  knowledge  fulfill  the  task  it 
has  assumed  ;  is  knowledge  true  to  the  standards  by  which 
it  is  to  be  judged  ?  These  questions  form  a  second  prob- 
lem, which  we  may  call  that  of  the  Validity  of  Knowledge. 
Yet  again,  knowledge  is  not  only  an  interpreter ;  it  is  also 
an  interpreter  of  the  world.  That  is,  we  first  laid  emphasis 
upon  the  word  "  interpretation  "  in  our  definition  ;  we  now 
lay  stress  upon  the  word,  "  world,"  or  "  reality."  What  is 
involved  in  the  claim  of  knowledge  to  be  the  interpreter  of 
the  world?  What  is  this  world  or  object  that  knowledge 
starts  out  to  interpret?  From  what  ultimate  standpoint 
does  she  undertake  her  task  ?  Does  she  start  out  with  any 
definite  conception  of  the  world  already  formed  ;  in  other 
words,  does  knowledge  make  any  presuppositions  about  her 
object  before  even  commencing  her  own  work  of  interpreta- 
tion? Does  she  start  out  with  her  work  planned  out  be- 
fore her?  In  short,  what  is  the  picture  of  the  world  that 
we  should  get  did  we  question  knowledge  carefully  in  the 
act  of  starting  out  upon  the  work  of  interpreting  the 
world  ?      This   problem   we  shall  call    accordingly :    The 
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World  as  Presupposed  by  Knowledge.  Finally,  there 
seem  tx)  be  four  great  types  of  knowledge  that  claim  to 
interpret  reality.  Are  they  equally  valid?  Thus,  finally, 
there  is  the  fourth  problem  :  lu  how  many  ways  can  the 
world  be  interpreted  ? 

Thus  we  have  four  problems  constituting  the  field  of 
epistemology  :  — 

Ist.  The  Nature  of  Knowledge, 
2d.   The  Validity  of  Knowledge, 
3d.  The  World  as  Presupposed  by  Knowledge, 
4th.  Tlie  Manifold  Interpretation  of  tlie  World. 
We  shall  now  pass  to  the  study  of  the  fii-st. 
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THE    ELEMENTS    OF    KNOWLEDGE 


All  Knowl- 

SUUof 

not  i*\- 

clxiknj  It-ally 
bat  rpt.«t<>- 
Bolo^rally 
■PMking. 


Teie  first  general  answer  to  the  question,  What  is  the 
nature  of  knowledge?  is  this:  All  knowledge  consists  of 
jmlginents.  Let  us  try  to  see  whether  or  not  the  answer  is 
correct. 

In  the  fii-st  place,  this  statement  may  surprise  those  of 
us  who  remember  that  the  most  usual  form  in  which  knowl- 
edge exists  is  what  psychology  calls  perception,  and  that 
it  w(»uld  be  bad  psychology  to  call  a  perception  as  such  a 
judgment.  How  are  we  to  reconcile  the  teaching  of  psy- 
chology that  most  knowledge  does  not  take  the  form  of 
a  judgment,  with  the  assertion  that  all  knowledge  consists 
of  judgments?  Perhaps  this  will  be  clear  at  once  when 
it  is  said,  we  mean  by  our  statement  that  all  instances  of 
knowledge  perform  the  same  office  as  does  a  judgment,  in 
short,  are  the  full  equivalent  of  a  judgment.  Then,  too, 
knowledge  is  always  responsible  for  its  content  in  just  the 
same  way  as  is  a  judgment. 

Let  us  see  whether  or  not  this  is  true.  When  we  take 
the  expression  of  the  child,  "  Baby  wants,"  as  it  stretches 
fortli  its  hand  toward  some  object  on  the  floor,  we  have 
surely  for  all  of  us  the  equivalent  of  the  adult's  request 
that  tlie  given  object  be  brought  to  him.  It  is  true  that 
the  diild  has  not  in  words  asked  us  to  pick  up  the  ball 
from  the  floor  and  to  hand  the  ball  to  it ;  but  for  the  intel- 
ligent comf>anion  it  has  said  something  fully  as  useful 
under  the  circumstances,  and  as  a  consequence  it  is  just 
as  likely  to  get  what  it  wants  as  though  its  speech  were 
develoi>ed.      So,    though    the   words    are   not    the   fully 
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expressed  request,  they  are  an  equivalent,  and  can  there- 
fore be  transformed  into  sucli  a  request.  In  fact,  they  are 
so  transformed  by  tlie  intelligent  listener.  In  the  same 
way,  no  matter  what  the  psychological  form  may  be  in 
which  knowledjjje  appears,  it  is  always  the  equivalent  of  a 
judgment  expressed  in  full.  Another  way  of  saying  this 
is,  that  all  knoicledye  would  take  the  form  of  a  judyment^ 
did  tee  express  in  words  explicitli/  all  that  it  imylicitly 
asuerts. 

liut  why  does  the  theory  of  knowledge  bother  with  this 
question?  Because,  if  we  are  to  study  knowledge  as  an 
inter[)reter,  or  asserter,  we  must  l>ave  before  us  explicitly 
all  that  is  asserted  or  implied.  We  must  open  up  all  its 
secrets,  no  matter  liow  hidden  or  evasive  these  are.  In 
sljort,  to  deal  with  any  form  of  knowledge  we  must  trans- 
form itfi  implicit  content  into  a  type  of  knowledge  in  which 
this  content  is  ex[)licitly  expressed.  As  long  as  we  do 
not  in  so  doing  alter  the  meaning,  that  is,  as  long  as  tlio 
resulting  expression  is  the  exact  e(piivalent  in  meaning  to 
tjje  original,  we  liave  not  made  any  change  whatever 
as  rrijnrds  the  clement  we  rail  thf  iiitcrpntatinti.  ( )f  course 
we  have  altered  tlie  words,  and  we  have  altereil  the  state 
of  consciousness,  it  may  be,  from  a  perception  to  somo 
oth^-r  form.  However,  we  have  not  in  any  way  altered 
the  meaning.  Hence,  since  knowledge  when  expressed 
explicitly  is  always  in  the  form  of  a  judgment,  wo  may 
say  that  for  the  theory  of  knowledge  all  knowledge  must 
be  regarded  as  consiHting  of  judgments. 

In  doing  so  we  do  not  wisli  to  teach  psychology  or  in   Pnycho- 
any  way  interfere  with  the  results  of  intrfwjK-ction.     From   „"„,.'!*,, f'^u, 
the  j>oirit  of   view  of    jj«ychr>l<»gy  no  dfnibt    most  of    oiir   »in..wiod|io 
knf»wledgc  is  not  in   the   fonn  of  a  jiidgnjeiit.      I'r(»lMibIy    ju.i^nipui. 
mfwt  of  our  knowledge  is  j»erc«?ption. 

Thus,  iiH  we  walk  along  the  street,  we  keoj»  on  the  mde- 
walk  and  off  the  lawtiH ;  we  do  not  run  into  tn-es  or  people 
as  we  pass  by ;  we  avoid  trolley  cars,  waiting  for  them  to 
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najvs  iK'fore  wo  cross  o\ov.  Dming  all  this  lime  our  eyes, 
and  IkioU  of  thoin  our  niiuds,  are  elaboiately  interpreting 
the  8urrounilin<xs  and  tliereby  guiding  our  actions.  As 
the  eves  rest  now  upon  this  object  and  now  upon  that,  our 
minds  at  once  perceive  the  one  as  sidewalk,  the  other  as 
gnvss;  the  one  as  a  tree,  tlie  other  as  a  fellow-being;  the 
one  as  a  distant  car,  the  other  as  a  rapidl}'  ai)[)roaching 
one.  Iho  work  done  is  very  accurately  and  successfully 
done ;  but  unless  we  think  carefully  we  are  apt  to  forget 
how  great  that  work  is.  Unless  we  have  studied  psy- 
chology, we  do  not  notice  how  much  preparation,  or  edu- 
cation of  our  central  nervous  system,  is  presupposed  in 
the  marvellously  rapid,  easy,  and  efficient  mental  activities 
that  these  perceptions  of  ours  are.  But  this  truth  is  just 
what  we  must  not  fail  to  notice  in  philosophy ;  for  here 
we  are  most  concerned,  not  with  the  problem.  With  how 
simple  a  form  of  consciousness  nature  performs  a  marvel- 
lously complicated  work,  but  rather  with  the  problem, 
How  wonderful  a  work  nature  performs  sometimes  thiough 
a  simple  form  of  mental  life.  In  any  case,  just  what  we 
want  to  make  explicit  is  the  amount  of  work  in  the  way 
of  interpretation  accomplished  by  that  something  which, 
no  matter  what  its  form,  we  call  knowledge.  AVhen  we  do 
express  this  explicitly,  it  will  always  be  necessary  for  us 
to  do  so  in  the  form  of  an  elaborate  system  of  judgments. 
We  should  certainly  find  it  very  hard  to  express  it  in  the 
form  of  gestures,  and  we  should  surely  be  unable  to  do  so 
accurately  and  fully.  Language  alone  forms  the  means 
that  nature  htis  so  far  devised  to  do  this  work.  Accord- 
ingly, to  give  a  completely  explicit  expression  of  the 
implication  of  our  knowledge,  we  shall  be  forced  to  make 
use  of  language,  and  that  means,  of  sentences.  Now  every 
sentence  that  contains  or  implies  an  assertion,  as  we  know 
from  our  logic,  is  called  a  proposition.  Thus  we  may 
say :  All  knowledge  is  for  philosophy  a  judgment  or  its 
logico-linguistic    equivalent,    a    proposition.      Thus    our 
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original  question,  What  is  the  nature  of  knowledge? 
becomes  now  the  inoditied  question.  What  is  the  nature  of 
judgment  ? 

To  answer  our  last  question,  What  is  tlie  nature  of  Thethrt-o 
judgment?  we  must  analyze  judgment  into  its  elements.  ?,',agmeut°' 
But  before  we  are  able  to  do  so,  we  must  be  informed 
what  is  meant  by  an  element  of  a  judgment.  An  element 
of  a  judgment  is  whatever  is  neeessary  to  its  being  a  judg- 
ment at  all,  or  from  our  point  of  view,  an  interpreter.  So, 
whatever  is  necessary  to  any  judgment  as  an  interprott'r  is 
an  element  of  judgment. 

To  return  to  our  former  (juestion,  there  are  three  such  (<i)  The 
elements:  First,  a  judgment  to  \m  such  must  have  some  K^'i^l^ied -e 
object  to  interpret.  An  interpretation  of  notliiiig  what.so-  i-rtheGivoa. 
ever  is  no  interpretation  at  all;  that  is,  to  interpret,  we 
have  to  have  a  problem  to  solve,  a  question.  What  is  this, 
What  is  that?  Now  the  "this"  or  the  "that"  point  out 
to  us  the  object  about  which  we  are  to  judge.  Were  they 
not  pointed  out  to  us,  or  did  we  not  perform  this  oflice  for 
ourselves,  clearly  we  should  have  no  need,  and  no  power, 
to  interpret.  So  one  of  the  things,  or  elements,  involved 
in  all  interpretation  is  the  ohjeet  to  he  interjireteil.  Thin 
munt  he  (jiven  to  uh  in  tsome  way.  It  must  Ihj  before  our 
mind.  It  must  sUmd  there  reveale<l  to  our  consi^iousncss. 
Otherwise,  knowledge  wore  lik«!  a  meteor  diushing  through 
space  but  going  no  whither.  Nothing  wouhl  Im-  tlicrc  to 
determine  it«  course.  In  fact,  it  would  Im-  ratinr  like  an 
object  going  in  an  infinite  number  of  dircctiitns  at  one  and 
tlio  sanie  time;  wheri:m  we  kmtw  that  motion  at  anv  one 
instant  must  Ixs  along  a  straight  bne  in  hut  one  direction. 
In  .short,  a  jiidgnuMit  without  an  object  of  interpretation  is 
impo.ssible.  Now  the  tecluiical  nann;  of  th.'  nl.i.it  of 
knowledge  in  general  is   The  Given. 

The  second  ohMneut  of  judgment  is,  of  course,  the  actual    ('»)  TTib 
interpretation     itself.       That    this    miist    l>e    present    is    a   dlti.m'^^ti.olf 

truism.  a*  nurli. 
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(f t  Hw  Tliirdlv,  \vf   have  as  the  final  element  those   laws,  or 

PriDcipio* of  rules,  that  a  iudtrnuMit  must  obo\'  in  order  to  be  true,  for 
its  claim  to  W'  true  is  an  essential  element  in  every  judg- 
ment. In  its  very  claim  to  be  true,  it  makes  itself  respon- 
sible for  having  accomplished  something.  What  is  this 
responsibility?  Naturally,  if  we  find  knowledge  ever 
inconsistent  with  its  claims,  we  bring  it  at  once  into  ques- 
tion. Consequently,  this  responsibility  takes  on  the  form 
of  rules,  or  laws,  or  again  canons  that  judgments  must 
obev  or  else  be  untrue  or  false  claimants  of  the  respect 
they  demand.  To  disobey  these  laws  would  therefore  be 
treason  to  knowledge  itself.  These  laws,  then,  or  as  we 
shall  call  them,  the  Principles  of  Knowledge,  form  the 
third  element  of  judgment. 

Thus  the  answer  to  our  question.  What  are  the  elements 
of  knowledge?  runs,  The  Given;  The  Knoivledge,  or  Inter- 
pretation itself ;  and  thirdly,  The  Principles  of  Knowledge. 


CHAPTER    XXXVIII 

THE   GIVEN,    OR    THE    OIUECT    OF     KNOWLEDGE' 

We  have  found  Unit  in  any  given  instance  of  knowledge  Thedis- 

there  are  always  ])resent  the  two  elements  that  we   may   ,^.'tltl,',""i,j,** 

call  respectively  The   Thintj  Knoum  and  TIic  Knojvlfii(/e  of    terms.  Thd 

the   Thimj.     The   former   is  the  object  of   knowleihje ;    the    Knowitnige 

latter,  the  knowleihje  of  the  ohiect.     Let  us  take,  for  exam-   •""'  "^•' 

.  .    '  '  111-  Kiiowlfdge 

pie,  my  recognition  of  the  object  that  1  now   hold  in   my   „f  ti,e 

hand.  I  say  that  it  is  a  pen.  Now  what  I  call  the  pt-n  'J^J*^^"^- 
and  what  I  call  my  recognition  of  it  are  two  entirtdy  dis- 
tinct things.  The  former  is  scjinething  (juitc;  indt'i)endent 
of  my  present  knowledge.  It  might  have  existed  liad 
I  never  lx;en  born  ;  and  it  might  he  here  on  my  ilesk 
though  no  human  being  were  in  the  room.  Thus  its  exis- 
tence is  one  fact  by  itself,  and  my  lefognitiou  of  it  is 
another  fact  again  by  itself.  The  one  belongs  to  a  world 
quite  apart  from  my  own  cons(:iou8n(!.ss ;  the  other  is  a 
state  of  mind  that  formed  part  of  my  conscious  life  as  I 
looked  at  the  pen. 

The  sui>ject  of  this  chapter  is  the  epistemological    prob-   lui.nxtwoon 
lem    concerning  the  object   of  knowledge;    and    our  first   Kiuiuud 
theHis   is   that   the  ohjrct  of  hiowledt/r    in   itlu'tti/H    Hiimc  fact.    Truth. 

'  LiUrniurf. 

On  Uin  niihjnct  of  ihlx  An<l  tho  following  chapUT  tln<  i\<lviiiicr<l  Htudciil 
U  rpfprrc'd  to  the  foliowint;  Wiokn  :  — 

IIobhouHc,  Tin-  Th»!nry  of  Knnwlnl;;!'.     P.irt  I,  CliapUT  I. 

Sir  Wm.  !lAmilU)n,   I^'ctiin-n  on  M«U|>hyHirji,  I/«>clun'j»  .XII  and  XXIII. 

Hradlt'y,  Apix-arnnrn  and  U<-allty.     ('hapu«ni  XIII,  XIV,  Rn<i  XV. 

Marvin,  I)n>  (iilli({kcil  uiwn«r  Erki'tintnimi  dor  objiiclivr-n  Wi  li       ll.illr, 
18W. 
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Tb«  Obj«>ct 
at  Knowl- 

alwmy*  a 
l»rt. 


Proof  of 
this  profK>- 
nUion. 


Our  thesis,  of  coiu-si',  pirsupposes  the  truth  which  we  h;ivc 
aln'iidy  pn)VO(K  that  in  all  cases  of  knowledge  we  know 
some  object.  To  this  truth  it  adds  the  new  statement,  This 
object  is  always  a  fact. 

Tlie  word,  ''  fact,"  is  one  surely  familiar  to  all  of  us ; 
but  doubtless  we  often  use  it  in  a  different  sense  from  that 
in  which  our  chapter  now  employs  it,  for  as  a  rule,  we 
employ  the  term  simply  as  synonymous  with  the  word, 
"  truth."  Somebody  doubts  the  truth  of  our  account  of 
this  or  that  exjierience ;  and  we  remonstrate,  "  No,  it  is  a 
fact;  it  happened  just  as  I  told  you." 

Here,  however,  we  shall  try  to  keep  the  two  terms, 
"truth"  and  "fact,"  sharply  distinguished.  A  truth  is  a 
correct  interpretation  of  some  fact.  What  claims  to  be  a 
truth,  but  is  not,  we  call  false,  or  erroneous.  What  is  held 
to  Ix;  a  fact,  but  is  not,  we  say,  does  not  or  did  not  exist. 
A  fact  is,  tlien,  whatever  exists  or  has  being.  In  history, 
tlie  men  and  women  whose  lives  are  described  are  facts, 
whereas  in  most  fiction  they  are  not  such.  Thus  it  is 
that  wlien  we  claim  that  what  we  have  said  is  a  fact,  we 
should  mean  that  no  question  whatever  has  been  raised, 
concerning  our  interpretation  of  what  occurred.  The 
question  at  issue  was  solely :  Did  the  event  itself  take 
place?  Did  Shakespeare  write  the  plays  attributed  to 
liini  ?  Here  it  is  a  question  of  fact,  not  a  question  of  inter- 
pretation. Of  course,  if  we  appeal  to  other  facts  as  testi- 
mony, then  we  introduce  the  interpretation  of  these  new 
facts  into  the  controversy;  but  our  thesis  in  the  begin- 
ning involves  solely  a  question  of  fact.  Thus,  the  original 
thesis  maintains  that  the  object  of  knowledge  is  always  a 
fact :  that  is,  always  exists.  In  still  other  words,  every 
object  of  knowledge  is  always  some  real  or  existing  thing. 

If  we  think  a  moment  about  this  proposition,  we  are 
very  likely  to  reject  it  as  false  ;  but  a  longer  consideration 
will  surely  enable  us  to  see  how  true  it  is.  The  reader 
might  say:   Of  course  your  pen  is  a  fact,  and  so  is  the 
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paper  on  which  you  write.  Hence,  you  say  quite  truly 
that  the  objects  of  your  recognition  in  tliis  ca^e  are  facts. 
But  let  us  suppose  that  you  are  on  the  other  side  of  the 
room  and  are  short-sighted  and  see  something  lying  on 
your  desk.  You  think  to  yourself  that  it  is  a  pencil,  but 
as  you  come  forward  to  pick  it  up  yuu  discover  that  your 
pencil  proves  to  be  a  pen-holder.  Where  now  is  your  fact, 
for  surely  no  pencil  exists?  In  this  case,  the  reader  would 
surely  at  once  see  liis  error.  The  fact  1  was  interpreting 
was  there  all  the  while.  The  error  clearly  consisted  in  a 
misinterpretation  of  a  fact.  The  fact  I  was  interpreting 
jjencil,  I  siiould  have  interpreted  pen-holder. 

Still  the  reader  may  object.  What  here  is  (juite  evi- 
dently true,  is  not  so  clear  did  we  instance  illusions,  hallu- 
cinations, and  dreams.  In  a  (juotation  Professor  Janu'S 
makes  from  lieid  we  have  such  a  p(»ssible  claimant.  Keid 
says :  — 

"I  rcmemlH;r  tiiat  once  lying  abed,  and  having  been  put 
into  a  fright,  I  heard  my  own  heart  beat ;  bnt  I  took  it  to 
be  one  knocking  at  the  door,  and  arose  and  ojiened  tiie 
door  oftener  than  once,  Ixjfore  I  discovered  that  the  sound 
was  in  my  own  breiust."  ' 

Now  in  thi.s  case  wa«  tiie  object  of  knowledge  a  fact  or 
not?  But  what  was  the  object?  Suiely,  tiie  noise.  The 
noise  exist(rd,  but  the  mind  of  Mr.  Hei<l  misinterpreted  the 
noise.  What  should  hav(!  l)een  called  heart-U'ating  wjuj 
called  knocking  at  the  (hior.  .Again,  in  a  similar  quotation 
from  Drlboeuf :  — 

"The  iUustriouH  I'.  J.  van  Ii«-neden,  senior,  was  walking 
one  evening  with  a  friend  along  a  woody  liill  near  C'liaud- 
fotitaino.  '  Don't  you  hear,'  said  the  friend,  '  the  noise  of  a 
hunt  on  the  mountain?'  M.  van  Beneden  listens  and  dis- 
tinguishes in  fact  the  giving-tongue  <'f  the  dogs.  Tiiey 
listen  some  time,  c^xpet'ting  from  one  moment  to  another 
to  sec  a  deer  lK)und  by;  but  the  voice  of  the  dogs  seems 
'  James,  rnychology,  Vol.  II,  Chni>t<<r  XIX. 


352  iMKonuc'riDN  T()  ru ilosoi-hv 

noitlior  to  reci'do  nor  anprcxich.  At  last  a  countryman 
conjcs  by,  and  tliey  ask  him  who  it  is  that  can  be  hunting 
at  this  hitc  hour.  But  he,  pointing  to  some  puddles  of 
water  near  their  feet,  replies :  '  Yonder  little  animals  are 
what  you  hear.'  And  there  were  in  fact  a  number  of  toads 
of  the  species  Bombinator  v/neu8.  .  .  .  This  batrachian  emits 
at  the  pairing  season  a  silvery  or  rather  crystalline  note. 
.  .  .  Sad  and  pure,  it  is  a  voice  in  nowise  resembling  that 
of  hounds  giving  chase." 

Here,  too,  a  noise  that  actually  exists  is  misinterpreted. 
Yes,  you  say,  but  in  hallucinations  and  dreams  such  is  no 
longer  true.  Then  the  object  is  purely  imaginary,  and  no 
corresponding  fact  exists.  But  do  not  let  us  be  too  hasty. 
In  an  hallucination  what  is  it  that  we  assert,  and  what  is 
it  that  proves  to  be  false?  Take  a  concrete  case  again 
from  Professor  James'  book  :  — 

'*  When  a  girl  of  eighteen,  I  was  one  evening  engaged 
in  a  very  painful  discussion  with  an  elderly  person.  My 
distress  was  so  great  that  I  took  up  a  thick  ivory  knitting- 
needle  that  was  lying  on  the  mantelpiece  of  the  parlor  and 
broke  it  into  small  pieces  as  I  talked.  In  the  midst  of  the 
discussion  I  was  very  wishful  to  know  the  opinion  of  a 
brother  with  whom  I  had  an  unusually  close  relationship. 
I  turned  round  and  saw  him  sitting  at  the  farther  side  of  a 
centre  talkie,  with  his  arms  folded  (an  unusual  position  with 
him)  ;  but,  to  my  dismay,  I  perceived  from  the  sarcastic 
expression  of  his  mouth  that  he  was  not  in  sympathy 
with  me,  was  not  'taking  my  side,' as  I  should  then  have 
expressed  it.  The  surprise  cooled  me,  and  the  discussion 
waa  dropped. 

"  Some  minutes  after,  having  occasion  to  speak  to  my 
brother,  I  turned  toward  him,  but  he  was  gone.  I  in- 
quired when  he  left  the  room,  and  was  told  that  he  had 
not  Ijeen  seen  in  it,  which  I  did  not  believe,  thinking  that 
he  had  come  in  for  a  minute  and  had  gone  out  without 
being  noticed.     About  an  hour  and  a  half  afterward  he 


THE   OBJECT   OF   KNOWLEDGE  353 

appeared,  and  convinced  me,  with  some  trouble,  that  he 
had  never  l^een  near  the  house  that  evening." 

Surely,  you  will  not  maintain  that  the-brother-sitting-in- 
the -chair  opposite  the  young  woman  was  a  fact.  No,  in- 
deed, that  certainly  wa^j  not  a  fact.  Hut  before  we  judge 
too  quickly,  let  us  ask  whether  or  not  that  really  was  the 
object  of  knowledge  in  the  given  case.  Her  error  arose 
not  in  seeing  the  image  of  her  brother  sitting  in  the  chair 
opposite,  but  it  was  in  being  misled  by  her  vision.  Her 
error  lay,  and  lay  only,  in  mistaking  an  hallucination  for  a 
normal  perception.  In  very  truth  she  did  really  see  what 
she  descriljes.  but  the  vision  was  not  a  perception  justify- 
ing her  in  maintaining  the  actual  existence  of  her  brother 
in  the  room  at  the  time.  There  lay  her  error.  Had  she 
said,  "  I  have  such  and  sucli  a  vision,  but  it  is  only  an 
hallucination  "  (in  short,  had  it  l)ccii  what  .lames  calls  a 
pseudo-hallucination),  she  would  have  made  no  mistake. 
If  this  i)e  true,  surely  the  object  of  her  interpretation  would 
exist  in  either  case.  If  it  had  been  a  true  interpretation, 
surely  tiiat  object  would  have  existed  which  wa.s  being 
inter[)reted ;  but  the  same  object  is  Ixjing  interpreted 
in  any  case,  that  is,  in  the  erroneous  as  well  as  in  tlio 
correct  interpretation. 

But  take  another  example.  *'  I  took  a  walk  yesterday 
afternoon."  Some  one  that  was  witli  me  tiie  whole  day 
may  object  and  say,  *' No,  you  ilid  not  take  a  walk  yester- 
day, but  you  stayol  home  tilt.'  whrdi"  day;  it  was  the  day 
lK;fore  yesterday  that  you  took  the  walk."  "  Here,"  you 
will  say,  "is  an  example  when-  tin-  objr<;t  is  not  a  fact. 
Tin;  walk  you  took  is  after  all  no  object  at  all;  namelv, 
yesterday's  walk  is  jture  imagination  on  your  part."  You 
are  quite  right ;  "yesterday's  walk  "  is  pure  imagination  on 
my  [lart ;  but  hero  again  let  \in  Hrxt  make  sure  whether  or 
not  this  is  the  oi)ject  or  the  faUe  recognition  of  the  object. 
I  think  we  shall  find  it  to  l)e  the  latU'r.  Now,  what  is  the 
object  that   I  am   recognizing  here;'      Is  it   not  a  state  of 
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mind,  called  meinoiy,  the  remembrance  of  some  walk  that 
I  took  ?  This  remembrance  takes  the  form  of  a  remem- 
brance of  a  walk  yesterday.  So  far  my  recognition  was 
correct.  Had  I  said,  "  I  remember  distinctly,  though  my 
memory  may  mislead  me,  having  taken  a  walk  yesterday," 
then  I  should  not  have  made  an  error.  I  do  remember; 
the  trouble  is,  my  memory  is  not  in  agreement  with  what 
actually  occurred  yesterday.  The  error  was  therefore  in 
regarding  my  memory  as  trustworthy  in  informing  me  of 
what  happened  yesterday.  In  other  words,  I  recognized 
my  memory  as  trustworthy  when  in  reality  it  was  not 
such.  I  really  did  have  such  a  remembrance.  The  re- 
membrance, however,  was  not  trustworthy.  It  was  none 
the  less  a  fact.  The  fact,  however,  I  did  not  recognize 
correctly. 

Clearly  we  should  get  the  same  result  did  we  appeal 
to  any  other  hallucination  or  to  a  dream.  The  error  can 
consist  only  in  mistaking  something  for  what  it  is  not. 
As  a  mere  vision,  or  state  of  consciousness,  we  should  call 
it  neither  true  nor  false.  It  is  when  we  consider  the 
further  claims  all  such  states  are  liable  to  make  that  we 
discover  error.  This  error,  did  we  examine  it,  would 
always  be  found  to  consist  in  a  wrong  interpretation  of 
something ;  and  the  something,  from  the  nature  of  the 
case,  must  be  a  fact. 
Error  lies  Thus  in  all  these  cases  if  Ave  ask  ourselves.  Where  does 

°u*  "t  ^^\      the  error  lie  ?  we  shall  have  to  maintain  that  the  knowl- 
object  but 

always  in  edge  is  at  fault,  not  the  object  itself.  In  fact,  we  have 
tadonof^r  come  upon  a  fundamental  truth.  In  all  cases  of  knowl- 
edge we  err  or  are  correct  in  our  knowledge.,  that  is  to  say, 
our  knowledge  is  true  or  false.  The  object  of  knowledge, 
however,  is  never  true  or  false.  Whether  we  be  right  or 
wrong,  the  thing  we  recognize  or  think  we  recognize 
remains  the  same.  If  we  see  an  object  and  a  savage  sees 
the  same  object,  and  if  we  recognize  the  object  as  a  watch, 
and  if  the  savage  does  not  know  what  it  is,  but  finally 
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calls  it  an  animal,  the  object  in  both  cases  is  the  same, 
the  knowledge  differs.  We  do  not  say  the  object  mis- 
takes, is  false ;  but  we  regard  the  knowledge  of  the  sav- 
age to  be  at  fault.  Thus,  inasmuch  as  the  object  of  our 
knowledge  is  never  regarded  as  true  or  false,  but  only  the 
actual  knowledge  itself,  therefore  we  call  the  objects  facts. 
They  are  facts  because  we  never  find  them,  and  never  can 
find  them  false.  No  matter  how  many  times  we  may  multi- 
ply the  cases,  the  result  will  always  be  found  the  same. 
The  object  we  know  is  a  fact;  the  knowledge,  or  inter- 
pretation of  the  fact,  is  that  alone  which  may  be  called 
true  or  false. 

We  may  express  the  whole  thesis  in  a  more  abstract 
way.  For  our  knowledge  to  be  true,  it  must  be  a  correct 
interpretation  of  something.  Were  it  an  interpretation  of 
nothing  whatsoever,  how  could  we  presume  to  call  it  true  ? 
Again,  if  it  be  a  false  interpretation,  it  must  be  an  inter- 
pretation of  something  actually  existing;  otherwise,  why 
i^hould  we  call  it  false  ?  An  interpretation  of  nothing 
whatsoever  we  do  not  honor,  even  Avith  the  name  false- 
hood; rather,  we  call  it  nonsense.  Thus  it  is  only  because 
our  words  claim  to  be  a  true  interpretation  of  some  actu- 
ally existing  object  that  we  can  call  them  either  true  or 
false. 

The    facts    with    which    our    consciousness    is    always  On  the  con- 
furnishinsr  us  are  the  foundation  of  all  proof.      When  I  t^^ry  these 

'^  ^  objects  or 

make  a  statement  and  any  one  doubts  what  I  say,  he  has  a  facts  form 
right  to  ask  me.  Where  are  the  facts  ?     Before  requiring  f^^Jdation 
his  consent  to  my  statement,  I  must  tell  him  just  how  he  of  all  proof, 
can  get  hold  of  these  facts,  or  I  must  do  my  best  to  bring  cation, 
the  facts  to  him.     I  make  the  statement,  "  Yonder,  on  top 
of  the  mountain,  stands  a  log  cabin."     My  eyesight  being 
better  than  his,  he  fails  to  see  the  object  that  I  see,  and 
from  some  further  ground  perhaps  doubts  the  truth  of  my 
statement.     He  asks.  Where  are  the  facts?     I  answer.  If 
we  walk  straight  ahead  for  fifteen  minutes,  you  will  clearly 
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8«e  the  object,  the  faiot;  or,  ii^Min,  if  you  look  through  this 
gUas,  you  will  clearly  distinguish  it  amid  the  cluster  of 
tr«ea.  He  secii  tlie  object.  I  have  pointed  out  to  him  the 
fact.     He  is  intellectually  satisfied. 

It  is  tlie  .same  with  all  our  knowledge.  It  is  a  knowl- 
edge alnnit  facts,  and  is  proved  true  and  can  only  be 
proved  true  by  an  appeal  to  facts.  Whoever  fails  to 
observe  the  facts  must  fail  to  see  the  proof.  Our  sciences 
are  examples  of  this.  We  have  our  text-books,  but  the 
most  important  part  of  our  learning  is  in  the  laboratory 
itself,  where  no  man's  opinion  but  the  facts  themselves 
persuade  us  of  the  correctness  of  the  teacher's  views.  It 
matters  not  what  this  laboratory  is.  It  may  be  the  chemi- 
cal lalx>ratory,  or  the  wide  world  itself  ;  it  may  be  our  own 
after  life,  or  it  may  be  what  we  can  get  only  by  turning 
our  eyes  inward  on  our  own  conscious  states  and  seeing 
what  they  look  like.  In  all  the  sciences,  then,  we  are  inter- 
preting facta.  Our  interpretation  to  be  true  must  agree 
with  the  facts.  Showing  that  our  interpretation  does 
agree  with  the  facts  is  the  proof  of  our  interpretations. 
Mut  you  see  in  all  this  one  thing  is  never  called  in  ques- 
tion, namely,  the  fact  itself.  We  may  doubt  whether  the 
scientist  can  show  us  the  fact;  but  the  fact  present  is 
sometliing  given,  is  a  promise  that  we  have  to  accept.  We 
can  never  find  fault  with  him  that  founds  his  knowledge 
on  facts.  If  his  knowledge  be  supported  by  the  facts,  that 
is  the  most  we  can  require.  The  facts  then  form  the 
premises  of  knowledge,  the  ultimate  premises.  They 
never  give  rise  to  a  petitio  prineipii.  For  this  reason 
they  are  called  the  Given. ^ 

That  the  universe  is  the  object  of  our  knowledge,  that  it 
is,  in  other  words,  the  material  given  us  to  interpret,  and 
that  the  task  of  our  knowledge  is  interpretation,  this  is 
the  Ijelief  of  our  times.     Deception  is  always  the  work  of 

'  The  remainder  of  this  chapter  is  taken  largely  from  my  Syllabus  of 
an  Introduction  to  Philosophy. 
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judgment,  or  what  can  be  transformed  into  a  judgment. 
As  Descartes  told  us  long  ago,  a  proposition,  as  such,  is 
not  false,  it  is  the  assertion  of  the  proposition  that  makes 
it  true  or  false.  The  rising  of  the  sun  in  the  west  is,  as 
a  mere  thought,  neither  true  nor  false.  Quite  different, 
however,  is  the  assertion  that  the  sun  rises  in  the  west. 
\V^e  are  not  bothered  to-day,  as  the  Greeks  of  old  were, 
about  the  deception  of  the  senses.  The  problem  for  us  is 
different.  The  senses,  as  such,  do  not  and  cannot  deceive. 
The  senses  can  inform  us  as  they  will,  their  whole 
information  and  their  contents  are  one  and  the  same. 
As  such,  why  call  them  true  or  false  ?  It  is  not  what  the 
senses  give  us  that  causes  the  trouble,  it  is  what  we  do 
with  their  contents.  My  dreams  are  not  false,  nor  is  a 
novel  false.  We  do  not  charge  the  author  of  a  romance 
with  falsehood,  nor  have  we  any  right  to  hold  our  dreams 
as  such.  The  romance  becomes  an  untruth  when  it  is 
asserted  as  history.  The  dream  becomes  false  when  it  is 
confused  by  us  with  the  sense-perception  of  the  waking 
state.  It  may  be  that  we  are  so  used  to  believe  and  to 
assert  what  we  see  and  touch  that  in  the  dream  itself  we 
never  question  what  it  is,  but  accept  it  as  waking  sense- 
perception.  The  favilt  here,  however,  does  not  lie  with 
the  dream  as  such,  but  with  our  acceptance  of  it,  or  better, 
our  misinterpretation  of  it. 

I5ut  do  not  my  senses  deceive  me  when  1  walk  plump 
into  a  mirror,  thinking  that  a  passageway  extends  before 
me?  Not  at  all.  The  information  the  senses  give  me  in 
this  case  is  just  as  little  deception  as  in  any  case.  The 
trouble  was  not  in  any  information  the  senses  gave  me, 
but  in  the  way  I  accepted  and  interpreted  that  informa- 
tion. It  never  occurred  to  me  to  ask:  Is  this  picture 
before  me  a  reflection  ?  Had  I  thought  a  moment,  I 
should  have  found  that  the  information  of  my  senses 
huimonized  with  the  presence  of  a  mirror  just  us  well  as 
with   the   presence  of   a   passageway,  and    possibly  even 
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1)01  trr.  My  cvvov  was  due  to  caielessness,  or  to  liabit.  It 
is  seldom  that  I  am  placed  in  front  of  a  mirror  Avhose 
presence  is  not  easily  detected.  Hence,  I  have  come  to 
take  it  for  g-ranteil  that  such  a  vision  as  my  senses  then 
furnislu'il  me  is  to  be  interi)reted  "  a  passage  in  front  of 
me."  The  fault  belongs  to  what  was  done  with  the  con- 
tents of  sense,  or  to  their  interpretation,  not  to  the 
contents  themselves. 

Thus  we  have  learned  to  blame  the  one  really  at  fault, 
not  the  unoffending  party.  The  guilty  one  in  deception 
is  the  knowledge,  or  the  interpretation  of  the  Given. 
Wei"e  the  Given  always  rightly  interpreted,  no  fault  could 
be  found.  All  would  go  well,  and  the  universe  would  soon 
cease  to  have  secrets  unrevealed  to  us.  Science  would 
soon  have  reached  its  goal,  a  complete  knowledge  of  realit}^ 

But  we  all  know  full  well  how  far  we  are  from  the  reali- 
zation of  this  ideal.  Yes,  we  know  more,  too  ;  we  know 
that  we  shall  never  realize  it.  But  why  so?  If  correct 
interpretation  is  all  that  there  is  needed  to  gain  what  we 
want,  why  can  we  not  gain  it?  The  reason  is  very  soon 
found.  To  interpret  we  need  more  information  than  the 
senses  at  any  particular  moment  give  us.  Hence,  inter- 
pretation means  a  careful  and  endless  search  for  new  facts 
to  help  us  know  the  old  ones.  As  we  learn  morally  only 
by  hard  experience  and  many  a  mishap,  so  also  in  science 
do  we  learn  only  by  ceaseless  labor  to  see  in  the  contents 
of  sense  what  is  there  given  and  what  is  not.  Without 
wide  and  varied  experience,  chairs,  food,  friends,  and  self 
would  be  as  little  known  by  us  as  are  all  the  individual 
grains  of  sand  on  the  seashore.  To  interpret  then  means 
careful  watching  of  the  object  that  we  seek  to  know  better, 
and  a  vast  amount  of  knowledge  about  other  objects,  too. 
Were  this  not  so,  the  goal  of  knowledge  had  long  ago  been 
reached. 
How  are  But  a  new  question  arises  here  :  How  are  we  furnished 

Mj^  given     ^j^jj  facts?     How  are  they  f/iven  us? 
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It  is  at  once  evident  that  the  means  whereby  we  gain  Answer, 
their  possession  is  our  consciousness.     As  opposed  to  the  *'^'"°"S'^ 
inanimate  world  about  us,  you  and  I  are  aware  of  the  world  uess. 
in  which  we  live  and  of  which  we  form  a  part.     Robbed 
in  any  way  of  that  consciousness,  we  lose  at  once  part  of 
the  world  that  beforehand  was  revealed.     Thus,  did  we 
lose  our  eyesight  or  our  hearing,  the  world  of  light  or  the 
world  of  sound  would  be  lost  to  us  forever.     But  as  we   But  con- 
have  also  seen,  our  mind  does  more  than  merely  reveal  to  '^"""^'^^^^ 

•^  also  in- 

us  the  world  in  which  we  live  and  move  and  have  our  terprets. 
being.      It  interprets  the  world,  and  the  way  in  which  it 
interprets  that  world  is  through  judgments  about  it. 

How  are  we  to  distinguish  between  these  two  acts  of  our  How  shall 

mind,  between  the  consciousness  that  reveals  or  makes  us  ^j]  ^^J^j^ ,  _ 

aware  of  the  facts  and  the  consciousness  that  interprets  tween  the 

,  1      ^      r      ,    f>  two  acts  of 

inese  lacLS .  luiud  ? 

At  the  first  sight  the  problem  seems  an  easy  one,  for 
psychology  tells  us  at  once  of  a  great  class  of  mental 
states  that  do  reveal  the  world,  but  are  not  judgments, 
namel3%  our  perceptions.  Hence  are  we  not  to  hold  that  the  Que  answer, 
acts  of  mind  by  which  facts  are  revealed  correspond  to  reveafed* 
what  psychology  calls  perceptions  ?  Are  we  not  to  say  that  through per- 
error  rises  solely  where  judgment  exists,  and  that  any  cog- 
nitive state  not  a  judgment  cannot  be  regarded  as  true  or 
false,  but  must  be  held  to  give  us  facts  ?  Let  us  first  see 
what  this  question  means.  First  of  all,  we  may  hold  that 
unless  we  make  some  assertion  about  something,  unless,  in 
other  wo  ids,  we  say  something  about  it,  there  is  nothing 
done  on  our  part  that  could  possibly  be  regarded  as  false. 
For  instance,  we  may  hold  that  if  I  see  an  object  across 
the  room,  it  does  not  matter  whether  there  really  be  such 
an  object  there  or  not,  provided  that  I  seeing  it  do  not 
make  the  assertion  that  the  object  is  there.  We  cannot 
be  convicted  of  error  because  we  happen  to  have  a  vision 
or  a  dream.  The  error  makes  its  appearance  lirst  when  we 
assert  in  some  way,  either  so  others  can  hear  us  or  to  our- 
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selves,  that  we  really  see  iionnalh'  (hat  of  which  we  have 
a  vision. 

This  theory  is  certainly  false  when  stated  in  the  form 
that  what  psychology  calls  a  judgment  must  first  be  made 
l)efore  error  or  truth  may  be  ascribed  to  our  cognitions. 
This  is  wholly  to  mistake  the  most  usual  form  of  our  cog- 
nitions. Most  of  them  contain  no  judgment  whatsoever, 
and  no  one  can  rightly  hesitate  to  call  them  true  or  false, 
unless  he  change  the  ordinary  meaning  of  these  words. 
"When  from  the  other  side  of  the  room  we  see  a  pencil, 
and,  coming  nearer,  find  that  it  is  a  pen  and  not  a  pencil, 
our  perception  is  held  to  have  been  false.  Our  perception 
was  not  merely  a  vision  of  the  object,  it  was  a  recogriition 
of  it.  If  we  walk  straight  along  a  passageway  and  sud- 
denly run  against  a  mirror,  we  certainly  have  made  a 
mistake.  The  mistake  was  evidently  that  we  recognized 
something  as  a  continuation  of  the  passageway  which  in 
reality  was  a  mirror.  We  had  a  false  perception.  In  other 
words,  psychology  shows  us  that  much  simpler  cognitive 
states  than  judgments  must  be  called  recognitions.  They 
are  recognitions  because  our  previous  experience  goes  to 
make  them  up.  It  is  not  our  first  meeting  with  the  object, 
but  in  some  of  its  elements  perhaps  even  our  millionth. 

Thus  no  matter  what  the  psychologist  may  call  a  judg- 
ment, we  must  call  any  form  of  cognition  that  does  the 
work  of  a  judgment,  a  judgment  in  so  far  as  to  ascribe  to 
it  truth  or  falsity.  We  must  claim  that  any  event  whatso- 
ever which  leads  us  astray,  which,  in  short,  is  for  us  a  false 
interpretation  of  something,  that  this  event  is  false ;  that 
further,  any  event  which  is  for  us  a  true  interpretation, 
which  equals  or  serves  the  purpose  of  such  an  interpreta- 
tion, is  a  truth. 

Hence  we  may  answer  the  question  under  consideration 
as  follows :  Perceptions,  being  always  to  some  extent  a 
recognition,  or  an  interpretation,  are  to  be  regarded  as 
true  or  false.     We  must  then  not  confuse  the  object  with 
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our  perception  of   it.     Our  perception  can  be  false,  and 
looked  at  from  this  point  of  view  is  not  a  fact. 

But  what  gives  us  the  facts?  You  say,  "What  I  per-  Our  per- 
ceive is  not  a  fact  because  it  may  be  true  or  false,  how  are  form°a°tSo-" 
we  to  get  at  the  facts  at  all  ?  "  For  our  present  purposes  ^^^'^  office: 
we  had  best  answer.  Our  perceptions  are  in  character  two-  give  and 
fold.  TJm/  give  us  the  fact,  but  along  with  the  fact  its  ^^^terpret 
interpretation.  If  we  could  get  back  to  the  early  state  of 
infancy,  where  we  believe  things  are  seen  but  in  no  way 
recognized,  then  we  should  be  in  a  position  to  say  (pro- 
vided you  regard  sensations  as  cognitions)  we  have  a 
cognition  of  the  object,  but  a  cognition  that  cannot  be 
called  true  or  false,  and  so  must  give  us  fact  with  no 
interpretation  of  the  fact.  But  in  the  developed  con- 
sciousness our  past  experience,  stored  up  in  us  in  some 
way,  is  constantly  at  work  putting  itself  into  every  cogni- 
tion, so  that  it  is  an  exception  of  exceptions  to  have  a  sen- 
sation that  is  not  any  more  than  a  sensation,  that  is  not  a 
perception.  In  other  words,  we  see,  hear,  and  touch  things 
which  we  have  seen,  heard,  and  touched  hundreds  of  times 
before,  that  is,  either  these  very  things  or  things  similar  to 
them.  We  see  a  certain  man  for  the  first  time,  but  we 
have  beforehand  seen  thousands  of  other  men.  The  object 
is  no  stranger  to  us.  We  recognize  it  at  once  as  a  man. 
We,  in  fact,  perceive  a  man.  As  psychology  tells  us,  we 
have  learned  to  see  objects,  to  see  them  distinguished 
from  the  objects  about  them,  to  see  them  stand  out  in 
space,  to  be  at  a  certain  distance  away.  Our  developed 
consciousness  has  become  so  wonderfully  well  adapted 
to  the  greater  number  of  our  needs  that  our  perceptions, 
simple  as  they  seem  from  the  point  of  view  of  intro- 
spective psychology,  perform  the  office  of  very  elaborate 
interpretations. 

On  the  other  hand,  however,  we  have  said  that  they 
none  the  less  give  us,  along  with  the  interpretation,  the 
facts,  or  bring  us  into  direct  contact  with  the  facts.     If  we 
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theu  lay  aside  (leaving  out  the  question  how  far  this  is 

possible)  that  element  of  the  pereeption  whicli  makes  it  an 
interpretation  and  strive  to  get  merely  what  it  tells  us  and 
stop  regarding  it  or  using  it  as  an  interpretation,  then  we 
may  say  we  have  eome  directly  to  the  facts.  Tlie  facts  are 
what  our  eyes  tell  us,  if  we  but  cease  accepting  the  inter- 
pretation given  in  our  perception  as  either  true  or  false. 
If  we  say  the  object  we  now  see,  no  matter  whether  it  be 
the  book  our  perception  tells  us  it  is  or  not,  is  a  fact ;  this 
illustrates  our  meaning.  Perhaps  it  is  not  a  book.  None 
the  less  I  see  an  object,  no  matter  whether  my  interpreta- 
tion be  true  or  false.  The  object  is  a  fact,  I  do  not  care 
whether  I  be  dreaming,  normally  seeing  or  having  an  hal- 
lucination, there  the  object  is.  No  matter  what  it  is,  it  is 
a  fact  directly  given.  Whether  it  be  a  book,  a  box,  a  pic- 
ture, or  anything  else  you  wish,  there  it  is.  I  cannot  deny 
its  existence,  because  my  consciousness  directly  gives  me 
the  object  as  a  fact.  In  short,  it  is  a  given  fact ;  it  is  not 
something  that  comes  under  doubt,  nor  is  it  to  be  dis- 
cussed.    It  is,  in  other  words,  given. 

Thus  we  may  conclude  :  No  one  type  of  consciousness,  as 
psychology  classes  our  mental  states,  corresponds  to  that 
act  of  mind  by  which  the  facts  of  the  world  are  revealed 
to  us.  Any  form  of  consciousness  whatsoever,  no  matter 
how  simple  or  how  complicated  it  be,  psychologically 
speaking,  always  reveals  to  us  or  makes  us  aware  of  facts 
belonging  either  to  the  world  within,  our  mental  life,  or  to 
the  world  without,  nature.  Consequently  we  shall  not 
use  any  psychological  term.,  hut  an  epistemological  one,  to 
describe  this  state  of  mind.  That  term  is  intuition,  or 
simple,  or  direct.,  apprehension.  Either  term  is  used. 
Now  any  state  of  mind,  any  mental  state,  intuits  or  appre- 
hends facts.  It  may  do  far  more  than  this  all  at  the  same 
time,  and  both  elements  may  be  so  organically  intergrown, 
or  fused  together,  the  intuition  with  the  interpretation, 
that  no  psychology  could  even  begin  to  dissect  the  two 
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apart.  Therefore,  let  it  be  understood  once  and  for  all: 
when  we  speak  of  consciousness,  on  the  one  hand  as  a 
revealer  of  facts,  as  intuition  or  as  apprehension,  and  on 
the  other  hand  as  an  interpreter  of  facts,  we  are  not  refer- 
ring to  any  psychological  division.  One  and  the  same 
mental  state  or  psychosis  may  be  both,  and  moreover  both 
beyond  the  possibility  of  psychological  analysis. 


CHAPTER   XXXIX 

THE  GIVEN,   OR   THE   WORLD   OF   FACTS 

The  World  That  there  should  be  such  a  thing  as  knowledge,  we 
of  Facts.  liave  seen,  there  must  be  also  a  world  revealed  to  our 
minds.  This  world  is  revealed  to  us  as  facts.  We  shall 
call  it,  therefore,  the  world  of  facts ;  and  because  it  is 
presented  to  us  to  interpret,  or  given  us  as  the  ultimate 
starting-point  of  knowledge,  we  may  call  this  world  of 
facts,  the  Given.  The  two  names  we  can  use  inter- 
changeably. Thus  defined,  the  Given  includes  every  fact 
in  the  universe,  not  only  the  universe  of  the  past  and 
present,  but  also  the  universe  of  the  future.  Every  fact 
that  has  been,  is,  and  ever  will  be,  is  contained  under  this 
term.  Everything  that  possesses  in  theory  the  power 
of  being  revealed  to  consciousness  is  a  fact,  and  as  such 
belongs  to  the  Given.  Of  course,  our  world  with  its 
indefinite  ;eons  in  the  past  may  have  existed  countless 
ages  during  which  its  facts  were  not  revealed  to  mind  and 
were  not  interpreted.  However  this  may  be  or  not  be, 
our  proposition  is  in  no  way  concerned.  Those  facts  as 
such  would  have  been  knowable,  that  is,  they  were  some- 
thing that  could  have  been  revealed  to  consciousness  and 
interpreted  by  it. 
The  prob-  l>ut  let  US  try  to  understand  better  the  difficult  problem 

lem.  What      before  us.    What  is  this  world  of  facts,  what  is  the  Given  ? 

IS  the  world         ^  ' 

of  facts?  What  is  that  ultimate  deposit  in  the  way  of  material  for 
interpretation  which  is  given  to  our  minds?  When  we 
thoroughly  analyze  any  chosen  instance  of  knowledge,  we 
shall  find  the  answer  to  this  question  a  very  abstract  one 
and,   at  first  sight,  almost  absurd  —  yes,  absurd,  for  we 
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shall  find  that  the  so-called  facts  of  the  past  and  facts  of 
the  future  are  not  ultimately  facts,  and  that  is  the  same  as 
saying,  they  are  not  facts  at  all.  The  past  and  the  future 
are  inferences  that  we  make  on  the  basis  of  the  present. 

But  let  us  see  how  all  this  can  be  true.  We  shall  have 
to  approach  our  problem  from  several  points  of  view  in 
order  to  find  all  that  is  involved  in  its  correct  solution. 
From  one  point  of  view,  as  we  have  seen,  we  mean  by  the 
Given  the  sum-total  of  the  facts  of  the  universe.  From 
another,  we  mean  whatever  can  be  revealed  to  our  con- 
sciousness as  actually  existing.  Thus  by  the  Given  we 
mean  all  existence,  and  this  in  turn  means,  all  existence 
as  far  as  it  can  be  revealed  to  our  consciousness. 

Let  us  look  at  the  implication  of  these  abstract  state-  a  concrete 
ments  more  in  the  concrete.  At  this  moment  I  sit  writ-  ^'^^ates'thr" 
ing  in  a  college  library,  and  other  students  also  sit  reading  answer. 
or  writing  at  the  different  tables  near  by.  About  the 
walls  there  stand  book-shelves  laden  with  the  volumes  that 
form  the  reference  library.  From  above,  through  win- 
dows, the  light  streams  into  the  room.  Now  and  then  the 
stillness  is  broken  by  the  pen  of  some  writer,  or  by  the 
turning  of  a  page,  by  the  heavy  breathing  of  some  neigh- 
bor, or  by  a  restless  reader  changing  his  position,  or  by  the 
footsteps  of  some  one  going  or  coming.  As  I  sit  here, 
these  presentations  and  hundreds  of  others  come  streaming 
into  my  consciousness.  They  reveal  to  me  the  world 
about  me.  Not  only  do  they  form  the  means  by  which  I 
.know  where  I  am,  what  I  am  doing,  what  time  of  day  it 
is,  what  I  must  do,  the  purpose  I  have  in  doing  the  writ- 
ing in  which  I  am  engaged,  in  short,  not  only  do  they 
form  the  means  by  which  I  look  into  my  present  life,  and 
all  that  makes  up  that  present  life ;  but  more  than  this, 
they  form  the  material  from  which  I  start  as  I  allow  my 
mind  to  wander  over  my  life  in  the  past  and  recall  the 
scenes  of  days  gone  by,  when  I  went  to  school,  when  I  was 
a  child,  and  hundreds  of  other  things  that  come  flooding 
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into  my  miml.  More  oven  than  this  is  pulled  out  or  drawn 
out  of  tliis  great  receptacle  we  call  our  present  experi- 
ence :  for  I  can  wander  on  and  think  about  what  science 
teaches  concerning  the  history  of  our  civilization,  about 
the  origin  of  man,  about  the  generation  of  our  continents 
and  oceans,  and  about  the  coming  into  being  of  our  solar 
system.  Or  again,  my  mind  can  wander  on  into  the 
future  and  I  can  speculate  about  the  years  of  my  life  that 
are  to  come,  about  the  future  of  our  nation,  the  future  of 
our  planet,  its  final  destruction  in  collision  with  the  sun. 
So  starting  from  these  experiences  flooding  into  my  con- 
sciousness, I  can  gradually  unroll  before  the  mind's  eye  a 
panorama  of  a  seemingly  infinite  universe. 
The  differ-  Yet  in  all  this  it  still  remains  true  that  I  am  sitting  here 

encebe-         ^^  ^^le  table  surrounded  by  students,  books,  walls,  light, 

tween  pres-  ''  ° 

ent  facts  and  a  world  without  that  is  shut  off  from  my  view  by  the 
th^  ^ast  and  ^'^"^^^^  ^f  the  Toom.  After  all,  there  is  a  great  difference 
future  and  between  those  things  or  events  that  are  now  actually 
experienced  revealed  to  my  senses,  and  the  thousands  of  things  that 
present.  imagination  recalls.  My  speculation  about  the  future  may 
not  be  correct,  perhaps  the  years  to  come  will  be  far  differ- 
ent from  the  picture  which  my  imagination  has  constructed. 
Perhaps,  too,  astronomy  and  history  are  wrong  in  their 
interpretations  of  the  boundless  past  and  future.  There 
is,  then,  a  marked  difference  not  only  between  the  pres- 
ent which  is  and  the  past  which  now  exists  no  longer 
together  with  the  future  which  has  still  to  be,  but  also 
between  the  present  things  and  events  that  are  directly 
revealed  to  my  consciousness  and  those  things  and  events 
that  my  mind  only  tells  me  exist  without  the  library  build- 
ing in  the  immediate  neighborhood,  and  on  and  on  through- 
out the  miles  and  millions  of  miles  that  stretch  from  this 
room  out  into  every  direction  of  space.  This  marked  dif- 
ference between  the  present  actually  revealed  to  my  con- 
sciousness and  the  present  not  revealed  to  it,  along  with 
the  non-existent  past  and  future,  is  the  difference  between 
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what  is  for  me  a  fact  and  what  is  only  a  fact  believed  in. 
The  one  is  a  fact  now  given  or  presented  to  my  mind.  The 
others  are  facts  that  somehow  my  mind  tells  me  about,  but 
does  not  reveal  to  me  in  the  same  sense  as  it  reveals  the  paper 
and  pencil,  the  desk,  the  room,  the  books,  the  students.  But 
why  is  it  I  do  believe  in  their  past  or  future  or  present  ex- 
istence, though  my  mind  is  so  limited  in  its  ability  to  per- 
ceive ?  Clearly,  the  reason  is  because  I  believe  that  somehow 
those  things  and  events  could  have  been  revealed  to  my 
mind  in  the  past  or  can  be  in  the  future,  just  as  now  these 
immediate  surroundings  are  revealed.  It  is  true,  I  can  never 
walk  the  streets  of  Rome  with  Julius  Csesar,  I  cannot  go 
to  Palestine  on  one  of  the  crusades.  It  is  true,  my  experi- 
ence will  never  reveal  the  formation  of  our  solar  system. 
It  is  true,  I  cannot  experience  the  arising  of  a  great  conti- 
nent out  of  the  sea.  It  is  true,  I  cannot  see  the  popula- 
tion of  the  planet  Mars,  if  there  be  such  a  population.  It 
is  true,  I  shall  not  see  the  other  side  of  the  moon,  nor 
shall  I  see  the  earth  gradually  drawn  in  toward  the  sun 
and  the  final  collision  of  the  mother  sun  and  her  daughter 
planets.  Yet  somehow,  though  these  experiences  will 
never  be  mine,  there  is  still  a  sense  in  which  I  can  say 
that  they  can  theoretically  be  mine.  It  is  true,  practically, 
I  can  never  see  them  ;  still  it  is  also  true  that  if  I  were 
there  I  should  see  them,  if  I  had  been  there  I  should  have 
seen  them.  Though  it  be  true  that  no  human  being  has 
witnessed  or  will  witness  most  of  these  things  and  events ; 
still  it  remains  none  the  less  true  that  they  are  such  things 
and  events  as  admit  of  being  witnessed.  Thus  the  fault 
does  not  lie  with  the  things  or  events ;  the  fault  lies  rather 
with  your  and  my  inability  to  come  into  such  spatial  and 
temporal  relationship  with  them  that  we  can  witness  them. 
So,  no  matter  whether  the  happening  in  question  be  now 
and  here  presented  to  my  mind,  or  whether  it  be  in  some 
far  fixed  star  beyond  any  power  of  mine  to  witness ;  still 
both  happenings  agree  in  this  at  least,  both  admit  of  being 
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Yet  even  so, 
a  conceiv- 
able experi- 
ence is  al- 
ways a 
present 
experience. 


witnt'ssed  by  a  mind,  if  that  mind  come  into  proper  velationB 
to  them.  In  this  sense,  both  they  and  all  like  things  and 
events  admit  theoretically  of  being  witnessed,  of  being 
seen,  touched,  or  in  some  manner  experienced.  Theoreti- 
calli/  tliey  lie  within  a  possible  experience.  It  is  true,  that 
practically  they  do  not.  It  is  true,  we  have  missed  our 
opportunity  to  see  many.  It  is  true,  we  never  had  an 
opportunity  to  see  countless  hosts  of  them.  It  is  true,  we 
shall  not  live  to  see  like  countless  hosts  in  the  future. 
Still,  though  we  miss,  and  though  we  never  have,  the 
opportunity,  it  remains  true  that  the  opportunity  alone 
was  needed  to  have  made  them,  or  to  make  them,  like  unto 
these  facts  now  revealed  to  me  in  the  library  where  I  am 
Meriting. 

Now  by  the  Given  we  mean  all  the  facts  of  the  universe, 
all  these  things  that  theoretically  belong  to  an  actual  or  to 
a  possil:)le  experience.  We  call  them  all  facts  only  for  this 
reason.  Were  they  not  regarded  by  us  as  falling  within  a 
theoretical  experience,  we  should  not  call  them  facts.  In 
short,  were  we  there  and  did  we  not  see  them  when  by 
hypothesis  we  should  see  them,  or  similarly  not  hear  them 
when  we  should  hear  them ;  then  we  should  say,  they  are 
not  facts.  If  you  tell  me  a  horse  and  wagon  are  now 
standing  on  the  table  at  which  I  write,  I  have  my  eyes 
and  hands  or  similar  organs  of  sense  to  fall  back  upon  to 
prove  conclusively  to  myself  that  no  such  fact  exists,  and 
so  to  regard  your  statement  as  absurd. 

Now  let  us  regard  our  problem  from  another  point  of 
view.  It  is  true,  as  we  have  just  seen,  that  all  these  things 
and  events  are  facts  because  they  admit  of  being  experi- 
enced. But  how  experienced,  or  rather  when  experienced? 
Forsooth,  if  they  are  to  be  revealed  in  any  way  to  our 
minds  or  to  any  mind,  they  must  be  revealed  as  then  and 
there  existing.  By  the  very  constitution  of  your  mind 
and  the  world  itself,  if  we  see  anything  we  see  it  then  and 
there.     I  cannot  literally  see  the  past  or  the  future,  but  I 
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see  what  is  now  at  this  very  moment  revealed  to  ni}'  vision. 
Hence  it  must  be,  that  if  by  some  magic  process  the  pano- 
rama of  all  the  past  and  all  the  future,  as  well  as  the  pres- 
ent, is  to  be  revealed  to  us,  it  all  must  be  revealed  to  us  as 
a  present  experience.  To  say  I  see  the  past  is  an  absurdity. 
It  is  somehow  a  contradiction  on  the  very  face  of  it.  When 
I  say  I  see  the  past,  I  mean  that  I  now  have  a  vision  that  I 
interpret  as  a  picture  or  representation  of  the  past.  But  a 
present  picture  in  my  mind  is  no  more  the  past  than  you 
are  the  same  concrete  entity  as  your  photograph,  or  no 
more  the  past  than  you  are  now  the  same  concrete,  material 
shape  and  substance  as  your  reflection  in  a  mirror.  Hence, 
were  the  past  revealed  to  us,  somehow  time  would  have  to 
be  rolled  back  again  just  like  the  photograph  in  a  kineto- 
scope.  Instead  of  going  from  present  to  future  as  we  are 
doing,  we  should  have  to  go  in  the  opposite  direction,  from 
present  to  past ;  and  just  as  now  at  each  moment  what  was 
the  future  is  becoming  the  present,  so  then  what  is  the  past 
would  have  to  become  the  present.  Truly  to  have  Julius 
Csesar  revealed  to  us,  our  magician  would  have  to  make  us 
live  literally  nineteen  hundred  and  fifty  years  ago,  in  short, 
would  have  to  annihilate  this  period  and  bring  back  to  ex- 
istence the  past  which  was  once  a  present  and  make  of  it 
again  a  present. 

Of  course  to  say  he  could  do  so  would  be  sheer  nonsense,  in  short,  to 
for  the  past  is  forever  past.  The  world  is  so  constituted  ,ifean3tobe 
that  the  mill  of  time  "  can  never  grind  with  the  water  that  a  present 

fact. 

is  past."  Hence  the  past  is  irrevocably  gone.  But  the 
future  also  is  irrevocably  absent.  As  future  it  can  never 
be  ours.  Thus  we  are  by  the  very  constitution  of  our  mind 
and  of  the  world  limited  to  the  four  walls  of  the  present, 
and  therefore  the  facts  that  admit  of  our  experience  are 
only  present  facts.  For  them  to  he  facts  revealed  to  us  they 
must  he  present  facts.  Thus  it  is  we  are  forced  to  say,  if 
we  mean  by  the  Given  the  sum-total  of  facets  as  far  as  they 
fall  within  a  possible  experience,  the  Given  must  be  present 
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facts.  We  can  talk  as  much  as  we  will  about  to-morrow's 
sun,  to-morrow's  sun  does  not  exist  and  will  not  exist  until 
*'  to-morrow  "  has  become  "  to-day,"  nay,  rather  "  this  pres- 
ent instant."  The  fact  of  yesterday's  sun  has  gone  forever, 
and  it  CDuld  come  again  into  existence  only  by  "  yesterday  " 
becoming  "  to-day."  But  in  both  cases,  neither  "to-morrow" 
nor  "yesterday"  are  "to-day,"  and  you  and  I,  reader,  live 
'to-day."  The  world  as  revealed  to  you  and  to  me  is 
always  revealed  "to-day,"  never  to-morrow,  never  yester- 
day. When  we  say  we  live  in  the  past  or  in  the  future, 
"we  do  not  speak  the  truth,  but  deceive  ourselves."  The 
past  and  the  future  of  which  we  speak  are  but  the  pictur- 
ing now,  to-day,  that  takes  place  in  our  minds. 

Here  is  one  of  philosophy's  mysteries.  You  and  I,  as 
we  sit  contemplating  these  problems,  are  unfolding  out  of 
our  present  experience  our  knowledge  of  the  boundless 
world  of  the  past  and  of  the  future.  It  is  the  present 
alone  that  reveals  to  us  the  past,  it  is  the  present  revela- 
tion alone  that  reveals  to  us  the  absent  present,  it  is  the 
present  alone  that  reveals  to  us  the  future.  Out  of  the 
little  storehouse  we  call  our  present  mental  life,  we  un- 
ravel whole  worlds  of  events.  We  talk  and  think  about 
worlds  that  came  into  being  through  countless  ages  and 
of  worlds  that  have  for  countless  seons  ceased  to  be.  So 
also  from  out  this  little  storehouse  we  take  the  picture  of 
a  boundless  world  surrounding  us  in  space,  —  our  city,  our 
country,  our  continent,  our  earth,  our  solar  system,  the 
sidereal  world,  and  endless  space.  In  doing  so,  we  that 
live  in  the  "  to-day  "  are  absolutely  confined  to  the  "  to- 
day." We  are  forced  to  do  all  our  constructing  by  means 
of  what  our  minds  reveal  to  us  now  and  here.  If  our 
minds  refuse  to  do  this,  we  fail  utterly  to  accomplish  our 
mental  construction  of  the  world  in  which  we  live.  Thus 
our  information,  our  intellectual  capital,  is  our  present  con- 
sciousness and,  Avliich  is  the  same  thing,  its  content.  The 
world  in  all  its  infinity  is  pictured  to  us  by  means  of  these 
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present  bits  of  information,  and  without  them  we  could  do 
nothing.  Plence  we  are  forced  to  draw  this  mysterious  con- 
clusion :  The  ivorld  of  facts  for  each  one  of  us  is  the  content 
of  consciousness  at  the  moment ;  and  all  that  we  call  this  great, 
boundless  ivorld  is  for  each  of  us  but  the  construction  of  our 
mind  worlcing  over  the  facts  given  or  unweaving  the  elements 
stored  up  in  the  contents  of  the  present. 

Of  course  this  does  not  mean  that  the  world  of  the  past  The  facts  re- 
and  of  the  future  is  in  any  way  a  delusion.      Not  at  all.   the  present 
It  means  simply  that  as  we  deal  with  that  world,  interpret  form  the 
that  world,  or  in  any  way  come  into  relation  to  that  world,   story  of  Uie 
we  always  have  to  do  so  by  its  representative  in  the  pres-  '"^orid. 
ent,  by  its  mediator  in  our  present  consciousness.      Thus 
the  ivorld  of  facts  for  each  one  of  us  is  just  the  sum-total  of 
facts  revealed  to  our  minds  in  the  present.     This  makes  up 
all  our  information.     This  makes  up  all  upon  which  we 
base  our  story  of  the  world.     A  being  to  whom  all  the 
past,  present,  and   future  were   one  unending  and   ever 
present  experience  is  inconceivable.     We  finite  beings,  at 
any  rate,  must  depend  upon,  or  rather  are  shut  up  within 
the  "  to-day,"  or,  better,  the  "  immediate  present." 

But  now  for  a  final  look  at  our  problem  from  a  different  The  past 
point  of  view.  In  all  our  knowledge  we  are  interpreting  ^^  jj|fJJ^ 
the  facts  revealed  to  our  present  consciousness.     We  never  euces  whose 

™,  c     T      J-  ri-'i     1.    premises  are 

interpret  literally  facts  or  the  past  or  oi  the  luture.      1  hat  the  present, 
is,  if  we  talk  about  the  events  that   have  been,  we  are 
always  interpreting  not  the  past  fact,  but  its  present  repre- 
sentative in  our  consciousness.^ 

When  I  say  that  I  took  a  walk  yesterday  afternoon,  I 
am  not  in  the  last  analysis  interpreting  yesterday's  con- 
duct, but  to-day's  representation  of  yesterday's  doings. 
Surely  without  my  memory  I  should  be  unable  to  say 
rationally  that  I  took  a  walk  yesterday.  My  whole  justi- 
fication for  my  statement  is  just  what  I  can  remember  or 

1  Cf.  Marvin,  Giltigkeit  unserer  Erkenntniss  der  objektiven  Welt, 
Part  II. 
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what  I  now  can  Icixvn  or  gel.  in  the  way  of  experience. 
Yesterday's  fact  lias  gone  forever,  and  therefore  cannot 
now  be  presented  to  consciousness.  Present  experience, 
therefore,  aU^ne  can  give  nie  tlie  subject  matter  of  my 
interpretation,  ''Yesterday  I  took  a  walk."  Of  course 
a  fuller  or  more  explicit  statement,  which  reveals  this 
truth,  would  say,  "  I  now  remember  having  taken  a  walk 
yesterday."  In  short,  I  am  but  describing  to  you  the  con- 
tent of  my  memory. 

Again,  when  the  geologist  shows  us  some  geographical 
formation  and  tells  us  how  it  came  to  be,  how  the  stratum 
was  deposited  ages  ago  at  the  bottom  of  an  ocean  extend- 
ing over  such  and  such  an  area  of  the  earth's  surface,  he 
is  but  interpreting  for  us  facts  then  and  there  revealed. 
He  is  giving  us  the  history  of  just  this  formation  and 
stratum.  Surely  no  other  facts  but  what  his  vision  and 
memory  convey  are  present,  so  these  alone  are  being  inter- 
preted. Just  as  surely  as  we  say  he  is  interpreting  facts 
revealed  to  his  mind,  just  so  surely  must  it  follow  from 
what  we  have  seen  that  all  the  facts  he  is  interpreting 
belong  to  the  present.  They  can  be  called  past  or  future 
only  by  proxy.  It  is  true  they  do  in  some  very  real  sense 
play  the  part  and  do  the  work  of  the  facts  that  are  no 
longer,  or  are  not  yet.  Still  it  is  also  true  that  the  present 
fact  is  the  present  fact,  and  is  not  either  past  or  future. 
To  us  it  may  represent  the  one  or  the  other,  yet  literally 
it  is  neither.  Thus  we  are  obliged  to  say,  no  matter  how 
strange  it  may  at  first  seem,  the  world  you  and  I  are  inter- 
preting is  always  the  world  revealed  now  and  here  imme- 
diately to  our  present  consciousness.  If  the  world  of  the 
past  and  future  be  given  us,  it  is  so  only  by  proxy.  Liter- 
ally, the  given  facts  are  always  furnished  by  our  present 
consciousness.  It  is  this  Given  that  forms  the  object  of 
our  interpretation. 

Thus  the  Given  or  the  object  of  interpretation  is  the  sum- 
total  of  facts  revealed  to  our  inesent  consciousness  ;  and  this 
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for  each  one  of  us  in  any  individual  case  makes  up  the  sum- 
total  of  facts.  All  other  facts  are  there  only  by  proxy. 
Tliey  themselves  are  ever  absent.^ 

1  This  argument  is  here  cut  short  in  the  middle.  As  it  stands  we  have 
only  a  half-truth  for  our  conclusion  ;  but  to  go  farther  means  to  take  up 
the  most  diiEcult  of  abstract  discussions.  Strictly  speaking,  we  should 
find  that  the  Given  cannot  be  called  even  the  content  of  present  conscious- 
ness. It  cannot  be  given  any  limiting  designation  whatsoever.  It  is  the 
present  in  the  broader  sense  that  includes  past,  present,  and  future ; 
in  short,  it  is  not  the  present  at  all,  but  is  timeless.  It  is  consciousness,  or 
the  content  of  consciousness,  only  in  the  sense  that  everything  is  con- 
sciousness, in  short,  in  a  sense  that  robs  this  term  of  all  meaning.  That 
is,  it  is  not  consciousness.  The  Given  is  obtained,  in  short,  by  robbing 
the  interpreted  fact  of  all  interpretation  and  so  leaving  las  the  fact,  and 
nothing  more.  The  Given  is  the  reality,  the  absolute,  in  short,  the  object 
robbed  of  every  trace  of  interpretation,  relativity,  or  aught  else  in  the 
form  of  knowledge.  This  will  be  shown  us  in  Chapter  XLV,  which  is 
really  a  continuation  of  this  chapter. 

For  a  fuller  discussion  of  this  position,  I  must  refer  the  reader  to  a 
monograph  of  mine  already  referred  to,  Die  Giltigkeit  unserer  Erkenntniss 
der  objektiven  Welt,  in  spite  of  its  unsatisfactory  style  and  presentation 
of  the  argument.  A  very  short  but  very  satisfactory  statement  of  what 
seems  to  me  exactly  like  my  position  is  given  by  Professor  Miinsterberg  in 
the  first  chapter  of  his  Psychology  and  Life,  a  chapter  every  student  of 
philosophy  should  read. 


CHAPTER   XL 


KNOWLEDGE    AND   THE    PRINCIPLES    OF    KNOWLEDGE  ^ 


To  know  is 
to  find  the 
relations 
obtaining 
among  facts, 


After  answering  the  question:  What  is  the  object  of 
knowledge  ?  we  come  to  the  second  question :  What  is 
it  to  know,  or  to  interpret  this  object  ?  What  is  inter- 
pretation as  such? 

We  give  at  once  the  abstract  answer,  hoping  to  make 
its  meaning  clear  afterward.  In  fact,  we  shall  give  two 
answers  to  the  question,  the  one  stating  explicitly  more 
than  does  the  other.  The  first  replies :  To  interpret  is  to 
find  all  the  relations  that  obtain  among  facts,  and  these 
relations  may  all  be  reduced  ultimately  to  two ;  namely, 
those  of  likeness  and  difference.  The  second  replies :  To 
interpret  is  to  determine  the  likenesses  and  differences 
that  obtain  among  facts  and  on  the  basis  of  these  rela- 
tions to  assert  the  law  of  their  (the  facts')  existence.  For 
instance,  when  I  call  this  object  a  clock,  I  distinguish  it 
from  other  objects  and  identif}'^  it  with  a  given  class  of 
objects  called  clocks,  and  henceforth  expect  it  to  behave 
in  all  ways  as  a  clock  is  known  by  me  to  behave.  Again, 
if  we  watch  a  dog  look  into  a  mirror  and  commence  to 
bark  and  then  run  behind  the  mirror  to  catch  "  the  other 
dog,"  we  know  that  he  has  identified  the  fact  his  eyes 
have  revealed  to  him  with  the  class  of  objects,  dogs,  and 
that  he  expects  the  "  other  dog"  to  behave  as  a  true  dog 
properly  should.  When  the  "  other  dog  "  does  not  do  so, 
we  laugh  at  the  way  in  which  our  real  dog  has  been 
fooled.     In  time    he  likewise  will  learn   how   "  dogs   in 

1  Parallel  Beading. 

Spencer,  First  Principles,  Part  I,  Chapter  IV. 
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mirrors  "  behave,  and  will  know  better,  and  will  not  ex- 
pect them  to  behave  as  real  dogs. 

The  difference  between  the  two  answers  we  have  given 
is  ultimately  a  difference  in  words.  Did  our  interpreta- 
tion really  stop  at  the  mere  classification  of  facts,  it  would 
be  useless  or  nearly  so.  You  and  I,  to  get  along  in  the 
world,  need  more  information  about  objects  than  their 
likenesses  and  differences  for  the  moment ;  and,  therefore, 
the  very  purpose  we  have  in  view  when  we  compare  two 
facts  is  to  determine  how  far  we  can  predicate  of  the  one 
all  we  know  about  the  other.  In  short,  when  we  try  to 
know  some  strange  fact,  we  try  to  learn  not  merely  what 
it  is,  but  what  we  are  to  expect  of  it  ever  afterward.  We 
want  to  find  out  the  law  of  its  existence. 

But  after  all,  this  fuller  definition  may  be  found  in  the  and  this 
shorter  one ;  for  two  objects  or  facts  M^ould  not  be  truly   |"^^^"f  tifg^jr 
alike  unless  they  continued  to  be  so  in  the  future.     It  is  existence, 
not  enough  for  us  to  find  a  and  h  now  alike  when  we 
know  that  in  a  moment  they  will  be   different.      Their 
future  is  always  taken  into  consideration  when  we  compare 
them,  and  hence  if  we  say  that  they  are  alike,  we  mean 
also  to  say  that  they  will  be  alike.     The  same  law  of  ex- 
istence or  history  belongs  to  both.     Our  comparison  of  the 
two  would  lose  almost  all  its  significance  did  we  not  keep 
their  future  resemblances  and  differences  in  view.     Then, 
too,  no  one  can  foretell  the  future  of  any  object  except  by 
determining  the  present  likenesses  and  differences  between 
it  and  other  objects,  the  law  of  whose  life  we  do  know. 

However,  we  shall  begin  our  study  by  investigating 
knowledge  as  defined  in  the  former  definition.  Let  us 
study  knowledge,  then,  first  as  a  comparison  of  facts. 

In  our   experience  we   find    certain   facts   similar   and  The  uiti- 
others  not  similar.     It  is  as  though  a  stranger  who  had  "J^i^J^.^^are 
never  before  seen  a  deck  of  playing  cards  were  to  pick  one  likcMiess  and 
up.     He  looks  through  the  pack.     First  he  notices  that     '  '^^^^^  ' 
the  cards  are  of  two  colors,  one  red,  the  other  black.    Next 
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he  looks  thronf]^]i  the  red  cards  and  finds  that  some  have 
on  them  diamond-shaped  spots,  others  lieart-shaped  ones. 
These  also  he  separates  into  two  packs.  He  looks  again 
through  each  of  these  packs  and  finds  that  one  card  has 
but  one  spot,  another  two,  another  three.  Thus  he  goes 
through  the  whole  deck  and  finds  that  each  card  has  cer- 
tain characteristics  that  make  it  different  from  all  the 
other  cards,  yet  at  the  same  time  no  one  characteristic  not 
possessed  at  least  by  three  other  cards.  Thus  he  can 
speak  of  the  aces,  of  the  kings,  of  the  diamonds,  of  the 
spades,  of  the  black  cards,  or  of  the  red  cards.  Each  card 
always  belongs  to  some  one  of  these  classes.  Yet  no  two 
cards  agree  in  being  black  and  spades  and  aces  all  at  once. 
This,  or  a  similar  combination,  makes  the  card  different 
from  all  the  others.  Whereas,  being  an  ace,  a  king,  a 
club,  or  a  red  card  marks  its  similarity  to  the  other  cards. 
A  similar  truth  holds  in  the  universe  of  facts.  In  becom- 
ing better  and  better  acquainted  with  the  world  we  notice 
here  or  there  differences  between  facts,  at  other  places  or 
times  similarities  between  facts.  The  result  is  that  facts 
soon  come  to  be  known  facts,  defined  and  differentiated 
facts.  They  come  to  be  more  and  more  "  facts  like  other 
facts  "  and  "  facts  unlike  other  facts." 

Thus,  all  our  concepts,  or  their  equivalent  in  language, 
terms,  are  instruments  to  denote  those  facts  that  agree  in 
some  respect.  For  example,  aces  mean  those  cards  having 
but  one  spot,  kings,  those  having  on  them  a  certain  figure. 
But  inasmuch  as  concepts  denote  those  facts  which  have  the 
quality  or  qualities  in  common,  they  exclude  those  which 
fail  to  have  them.  Hence  the  word  "  ace "  excludes  the 
deuces,  and  ultimately  all  things  that  fail  to  be  aces.  In 
short,  it  brings  together  all  things  alike  in  the  quality  in 
question,  and  separates  them  from  all  other  things.^ 

1  Inasmuch  as  they  denote  the  things  having  these  qualities  in  common, 
they  are  often  said  to  connote  the  qualities  themselves.  We  call  the 
members  of  a  class  of  objects  denoted  by  a  term  its  extension,  and  the 
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From  this  description  knowledge  seems  to  be  a  sorting  The  com- 
of  the  facts  of  the  world,  and  an  orderincj  of  them  into  all  pi^t^  inter- 

*=■  pretation 

manner  ot  groups.  Of  course,  one  and  the  same  fact  may  of  any  fact 
belong,  nay,  always  does  belong,  to  many  groups.  Thus  giveYts^in-° 
an  ace  is  a  card,  is  red  or  black,  is  hearts,  diamonds,  finite  re- 
spades,  or  clubs.  But  even  this  statement  we  shall  have 
to  extend.  As  far  as  we  know,  the  possibility  of  placing 
one  fact  into  many  groups  is  infinite,  for  no  fact  in  the 
universe  is  totally  without  some  similarity  to  every  other 
fact,  and  it  would  even  seem  that  to  find  a  difference  be- 
tween facts  means  there  must  be  some  similarity.  Facts 
absolutely  dissimilar  are  incomparable,  and  absolute  dis- 
similarity, as  we  shall  find,  is  an  absurdity.  But  at  the 
same  time,  absolute  likeness  would  be  equally  an  absurd- 
ity, because  two  things  that  were  absolutely  alike  would 
be  one  and  the  same  thing.  In  some  respect  they  must 
belong  to  a  different  genus,  even  though  both  belong  to 
an  indefinite  number  of  the  same  genera. 

Thus  to  know  a  thing  accurately  and  completely  we 
shall  have  to  show  its  likeness  to  everything  else  in  the 
world  and  all  its  difference  from  everything  else.  Until 
this  is  done,  our  work  of  interpretation  is  not  complete. 
But  such  a  task  is  infinite ;  for  it  will  require  a  compari- 
son between  our  given  fact  or  facts  and  all  the  other  facts 
of  the  past,  the  present,  and  the  future.  Thus  a  complete 
knowledge  of  any  one  fact  is  for  a  finite  mind  impossible. 
It  would  give  all  the  different  classes  to  which  our  fact 
belongs ;  and  these  would  be  so  many  that  by  their  endless 
number  combined,  giving  all  likenesses  and  differences, 
they  would  completely  differentiate  the  fact  from  all 
others  and  yet  give  its  likeness  to  all  others.^ 

qualities  connoted  its  intension.  Still  whether  we  use  a  term  in  its 
extension  or  its  intension,  we  are  always  making  a  comparison  and 
asserting  likenesses  and  differences. 

1  To  do  this  we  have  to  analyze  it  into  all  its  elements.  This  alone  as 
we  have  seen  makes  comparison  possible.  Thus  right  here  we  have 
the  ultimate  basis  philosophically  of  the  atomic  theory. 
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Ill  doing  this  work  of  interpretation  or  differentiating, 
there  are  three  fundamental  rnles  or  principles  that  knowl- 
edge employs.  Tliese  are  called  accordingly  the  Prin- 
ciples of  Knowledge,  or  the  Laws  of  Thonglit.  But  inas- 
nuich  as  there  are  other  principles  of  knowledge,  some 
pliilosophers  very  rightly  call  them  the  Formal  Principles 
of  Knowledge  or  the  Formal  Laws  of  Thought;  and  in 
contradistinction,  the  othere,  which  we  shall  study  later, 
are  called  the  Material  Principles  of  Knowledge,  or,  as  we 
prefer  to  call  them,  the  Principles  of  Reality. 

The  former,  or  the  laws  of  thought,  are  familiar  to  us 
all  from  our  study  of  logic.  They  are  the  Principle  of 
Identity,  the  Principle  of  Contradiction,  and  the  Principle 
of  Excluded  ]\Iiddle.  The  Principle  of  Identity  is  usually 
stated  thus  :  "  What  is,  is,"  or  "  A  is  A."  The  Principle 
of  Contradiction  is :  "  Nothing  can  both  be  and  not  be," 
or  "  A  is  not  not-A ; "  and  the  Principle  of  Excluded 
Middle,  "  Everything  must  either  be  or  not  be,"  or  "  A 
must  be  either  B  or  not-B."  These  laws  might  be  called 
the  laws  of  consistency.  They  state  merely  what  consti- 
tutes consistency  and  require  that  if  knowledge  is  to  be 
knowledge  it  must  be  consistent  with  itself.  Thus  these 
laws  reveal  to  us  one  of  the  great  characteristics  of  knowl- 
edge, its  claim  to  be  always  consistent  with  itself.  Truth 
never  contains  or  tolerates  inconsistency,  and  therefore 
one  of  the  chief  criteria  of  truth  is  consistency. 

Now  the  very  fact  that  knowledge  claims  to  be  ever 
consistent  is  the  basis  upon  which  her  enemies,  or  the 
skeptics,  attack  her.  Naturally,  the  only  way  in  which 
any  one  can  attack  knowledge  would  be  to  show  that  she 
is  not  what  she  claims  to  be.  Here,  then,  we  see  the  prob- 
lem arising  that  we  shall  have  to  study  later.  Is  knowl- 
edge really  consistent?  Does  she  really  do  what  she 
claims  to  do  ? 

But  we  have  still  other  elements  of  knowledge  to  point 
out.     Knowledge  according   to    our  fuller  definition  not 
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only  compares  facts,  but  asserts,  as  a  result  of  that  com- 
parison, the  history,  or  law  of  existence,  of  each  fact  that 
she  is  interpreting.  In  so  doing  knowledge  always  goes 
beyond  the  present,  and  therefore  seemingly  beyond  the 
facts  as  given  it,  and  tells  about  the  time  to  come.  It 
transcends  the  present  and  predicts  the  future. 

Psychology  tells  us  how  this  characteristic  of  knowledge 
gives  it  a  value  for  our  lives.  Adaptation  to  environment 
demands  that  we  should  ever  be  preparing  for  the  future, 
in  fact,  that  is  what  we  mean  by  an  animal's  adapting  it- 
self. Now  one  of  the  chief  instruments  of  adaptation  which 
nature  has  brought  forth  is  knowledge ;  as  it  enables  us  to 
foresee,  and  to  foresee  is  to  be  forewarned,  and  to  be  fore- 
warned is  to  give  us  time  to  prepare  for  the  future,  to 
protect  ourselves,  to  flee,  to  pursue,  or  otherwise  to  make 
secure  our  welfare. 

Hence,  whenever  we  know,  or  interpret,  we  predict  how 
the  object  is  to  act,  what  is  to  be  its  future.  Whenever 
we  call  an  object  a  horse,  we  are  not  merely  comparing 
some  present  fact  with  other  facts  now  given  us,  but  we  are 
bringing  into  our  judgments  future  facts.  Thus  should  we 
find  a  moment  later  that  the  object  before  us  did  not  agree 
with  the  qualities  of  a  horse,  we  should  at  once  say  :  "  We 
must  have  been  mistaken,  for  this  object  is  after  all  not  a 
horse.  It  seemed  so  at  a  distance,  but  now  we  see  that  it 
is  a  cow." 

Had  we  truly  confined  ourselves  to  comparing  the  facts 
originally  present,  surely  no  new  facts  would  have  altered 
our  conclusion  or  rather  have  interfered  with  its  validity. 
But  somehow  we  never  do  confine  ourselves  to  the  imme- 
diate present.  If  I  call  a  fact  a  horse,  a  dog,  a  man,  I 
mean  to  assert  that  for  all  time  to  come  the  fact  in  ques- 
tion will  keep  consistent  with  the  character  I  have  asserted 
of  it.  Or  more  accurately  expressed,  when  we  describe  a 
fact,  we  are  sure  that  all  future  facts  will  prove  in  harmony 
with  our  given  description.     But  why  should  we  care  a 
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straw  about  fill  me  facts  when  we  say,  "Yonder  stands  a 
house  "  ?  Clearly  we  should  care,  for  our  statement  means 
to  tell  us  about  the  future.  Did  we  come  near  and  find  a 
large  rock,  we  should  say  that  it  could  not  have  been  a 
house,  for  houses  do  not  turn  into  rocks  as  we  approach 
them.  Likewise,  in  the  case  of  the  dog  looking  into  the 
mirror.  The  "  other  dog  "  did  not  live  up  to  the  character 
ascribed  to  him.  He  did  not  act  as  real  dogs  act,  other- 
wise he  would  have  been  found  behind  the  mirror. 

Thus,  whenever  we  make  any  assertion  about  a  thing, 
calling  it  a  house,  a  dog,  a  horse,  a  man,  a  seed,  a  planet, 
we  mean  that  it  will  always  act  as  these  various  objects 
are  supposed  by  us  to  act.  We  never  mean  by  the  expres- 
sion, "  Yonder  stands  a  house,"  that  my  present  impression 
of  the  object  exhausts  all  I  know  about  it  and  all  I  mean 
to  affirm  of  it.  I  mean  that  the  object  in  question  will 
always  prove  true  to  my  present  judgment. 

This  is  but  saying,  that  ivliat  is  true  is  always  true. 
Whatever  is  true  from  my  present  point  of  view  must  be 
proved  true  from  every  other  possible  point  of  view.  When 
I  call  this  a  house,  it  must  be  a  house  in  the  judgment  of 
my  fellow-men  and  in  my  own  future  judgment.  Even 
millions  of  years  from  now  it  must  prove  to  have  been  a 
house. 

When  we  make  a  comparison,  we  do  so  not  for  the 
moment,  but  for  all  time.  It  must  be  true  to-morrow  just 
as  it  is  true  to-day.  A  truth  is  an  eternal  verity.  If  a  be 
i,  then  from  all  eternity  to  all  eternity  it  is  true  that  a 
was  h.  This  does  not  of  course  mean  that  the  world  itself 
is  the  same  from  moment  to  moment.  However,  it  does 
mean  that  truth  is  eternally  the  same.  If  it  be  true  that 
Julius  Csesar  lived,  it  must  be  just  as  true  a  million  of 
years  from  now  as  it  is  to-day.  Consequently,  whenever 
we  assert  a  truth,  we  assert  it  as  being  so  to  all  eternity. 

Still  otherwise  expressed,  in  all  our  judgments  we  are 
making  ourselves  responsible  intellectually  for  all  time  to 
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come.  That  is,  we  are  to  be  held  rationally  accountable 
for  a  series  of  facts  in  harmony  with  our  judgment  and  for 
the  absence  of  all  facts  that  would  be  out  of  harmony  with 
our  judgment,  and  this  for  all  time  to  come. 

Now  that  endless  series  of  events  forms  the  proof  of 
our  assertion.  It  is  true  that  yonder  object  is  a  house  if 
all  future  facts  are  in  harmony  with  my  assertion.  There- 
fore just  these  future  facts  constitute  the  proof  of  my 
assertion.  Further,  this  endless  series  of  facts  may  be 
called  the  endless  law  of  the  existence  of  the  object  inter- 
preted. We  are  asserting,  of  course,  in  a  limited  way, 
what  the  object  will  do  under  given  circumstances  for  all 
eternity  to  come,  or  the  eternal  law  of  its  being.  Should 
any  future  event  not  harmonize  with  our  law,  then  our 
law  is  imperfect  and  so  also  is  our  original  assertion  which 
was  but  the  law.  All  our  judgments  are  the  assertion  of  such 
laws.  From  experience  we  have  learned  how  this  object 
and  that  object  act ;  and  when  we  find  another  object  that 
is  like  one  of  them,  we  assert  that  it  will  always  act  as  our 
past  experience  has  shown  us  the  object  to  which  we  have 
likened  it  did  act.^  Thus  to  know  or  to  interpret,  is  to 
determine  the  likenesses  and  differences  that  obtain  between 
facts,  and  on  the  basis  of  these  relations  to  assert  the  law 
of  the  existence  of  these  facts. 

1  Cf.  Die  Giltigkeit  unserer  Erkenntniss  u.  s.  w.,  Part  II. 
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THE   KELATIVITY    AND   INFINITUDE   OF    KNOWLEDGE    AND 
ITS    VALIDITY  ^ 

We  have  now  learned  what  is  meant  by  knowledge  or 
interpretation.  To  know  is  to  compare  one  object  with  all 
others,  and  on  the  basis  of  this  comparison  to  assert  the 
law  of  the  object's  existence. 

But  if  this  is  knowledge,  two  very  serious  charges  may 
be  urged  against  its  validity.  To  compare  one  object  with 
another  is  in  truth  to  learn  how  they  are  related,  but  is  it 
to  learn  what  each  object  is  in  and  for  itself  ?  If  I  call 
this  object  a  dog,  I  have  told  you  how  it  compares  with  other 
objects  ;  but  have  I  told  you  what  it  is  irrespective  of  other 
objects,  what  it  is  as  a  reality  all  by  itself?  Then,  too,  inas- 
much as  the  facts  are  infinite  in  number,  we  are  called  upon 
to  compare  each  fact  with  an  infinite  number  of  facts. 

Moreover,  to  know  is  not  merely  to  compare,  it  is  to 
make  assertions  about  the  future  existence  of  the  object 
interpreted.  Now,  as  we  have  learned,  the  future  is  never 
given  us  in  perception.  Yet  we  make  assertions  not  merely 
about  the  future,  but  also  about  all  the  future.  We  look 
forward  to  all  eternity  as  we  ascribe  to  each  object  the  law 
of  its  being.  Thus  knowledge  claims  for  itself  an  infini- 
tude truly  startling.  Likewise  in  interpreting  the  past, 
knowledge  claims  to  be  able  to  deal  with  objects  that  exist 


1  Parallel  EeacUng. 

Spencer,   First  Principles.   Part  I,   Chapter   IV. 
Appearance   and  Reality,  Book  I. 
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no  longer.  How  can  knowledge  get  beyond  the  bounds  of 
the  present  and  know  a  world  extending  back  indefinitely 
into  the  past  and  on  into  the  future  ? 

From  these  various  charges  urged  against  knowledge 
we  may  formulate  two  chief  indictments.  First,  knowl- 
edge does  not  interpret  the  facts  as  such,  but  gives 
us  only  their  relations.  Moreover,  knowledge  claims  to 
interpret  and  so  to  relate  not  only  the  facts  of  the  present, 
but  also  the  countless  facts  of  the  past  and  future.  The 
problem  raised  by  this  charge  against  knowledge  we  shall 
call  the  relativity  and  infinitude  of  knowledge  and  its 
validity.  This  problem  forms  the  topic  of  the  present 
chapter. 

Secondly,  knowledge  goes  beyond  the  information  fur- 
nished it  in  present  consciousness,  and  claims  to  know  the 
past  and  future,  which,  as  such,  lie  outside  of  its  data. 
This  problem  we  shall  call  the  transcendent  element  in 
knowledge  and  its  validity.  This  problem  will  be  the  sub- 
ject of  the  following  chapter. 

To  know  is  to  compare,  to  learn  the  relations  obtain-  i.  Tiie  rela- 
ing  between  one  object  and  all  other  objects.     But  to  do  ["^o2;ed</e. 
this  is  an  endless  task,  none  the  less  such  is  the  goal  of 
knowledge.     How  far  we  are  from  reaching  this  goal,  we  Kjiowietise 
all  know  full  well.     Yes,  we  know  more,  too.     We  know  jjp"f 
that  we  shall  never  reach  it,  for  to  reach  it  would  require  relations 

»    -  between  ob- 

us  to  interpret  every  fact  m  the  whole  universe  oi  tacts.   je,.ts  fails  to 
But  even  thouirh  we  did  thus  interpret  all  facts,  should  we  teiiusof  the 

t)  i  .  objects 

thereby  unfold  to  view  the  real  nature  of  the  object  inter-  themselves 
preted?     If  to  know  is  but  to  assert  the  likenesses  and  ^^^'''=^- 
uiilikenesses  between   one    object   and   all   other   objects, 
knowledge  wins  at  the  best  a  view  only  of  relations,  never 
of  the  object  itself. 

Here  before  me  lies  an  object.  Is  it  impossible  for  me 
to  say  what  that  object  is  in  and  for  itself,  that  is,  irre- 
spective of  all  other  objects  ?  If  I  call  it  a  book,  I  am 
but  comparing  it  with  other   objects.     Likewise,  when  I 
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And  further, 
even  the 
objects 
seeui  to  be 
no  more 
than  sys- 
tems of 
relations. 


Thus  knowl- 
edge 

appears  to 
be  ulti- 
mately 
only  re- 
lations, in 
short, 
relations 
among 
zeros. 

Reply:   The 
argument 
only  a  half 
truth  ; 
Knowledge 


refer  to  it  as  made  of  paper,  when  I  give  its  title,  and  so 
on  indefinitely,  each  is  but  a  relation  between  it  and  other 
objects.  In  short,  all  predication  is  a  comparison,  and  a 
comparison  is  finding  the  relations  of  one  thing  to  an- 
otlier.  Thus  in  very  truth  I  am  unable  to  tell  what 
this  object  is  in  and  for  itself. 

But  further,  to  know  a  relation  must  mean  to  know  a 
lelation  between  one  object  and  another.  Yet  what  are 
these  objects  between  which  the  relation  is  said  to  obtain  ? 
Any  answer  to  this  question  must  in  turn  be  but  a  new 
statement  of  relations.  We  know  the  relations  between 
objects,  but  the  objects  are  themselves  as  known  only  the 
relations  between  other  objects.  The  book  lies  on  the 
table  ;  but  what  is  the  book  and  what  is  the  table  ?  If  we 
interpret  these,  we  can  at  the  best  give  only  their  relations, 
or  the  relations  implied  by  book  and  table.  Thus,  does  not 
knowledge  appear  to  be  but  knowing  the  relations  between 
relations ;  for  when  we  ask.  What  are  the  things  we 
know  ?  we  get  in  reply  the  answer,  "  The  things,  too,  are 
mere  relations."  That  is,  the  whole  world  resolves  itself 
as  known  into  a  system  of  relations,  and  when  we  ask, 
"  Relations  between  what  ? "  we  always  get  the  same 
answer  indefinitely,  "  Relations  between  relations.  All  is 
relation." 

How  can  such  a  system  be  valid  knowledge  ?  A  rela- 
tion presupposes  two  things  to  be  related,  and  if  the  things 
themselves  be  but  relations,  we  are  forced  to  commence 
an  endless  search  for  the  thing  related.  But  we  cannot 
reach  the  thing.  Our  system  appears  to  be  made  up  of 
relations  between  zeros  or  pure  relations,  that  is  pure 
nothing.  Does  not  relativism  then  have  as  its  conclusion 
complete  skepticism?     Is  knowledge  a  valid  process  ? 

But  all  this  time  we  are  forgetting  one  of  the  most 
important  elements  in  knowledge.  That  is  the  Given. 
Knowledge,  it  is  true,  as  a  system  of  interpretation  is  an 
infinite  network  of  relations  ;  ])ut  it  does  not  float  wholly 
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in  the  air.     It  is  based  on  the  Given,  and  it  never  leaves  is  a  system 
the  Given.     That  is,  we  interpret  facts  by  finding  rela-  of  relations 

'■  JO  holding  of 

tions  between  them;  and  reality  is  so  infinitely  rich  that  facts, uot  of 

these  facts  form  an  endless  source  for  new  relations.     The  ^^^'^^' 

ditficulty  with  knowledge  is  not  that  it  is  a  system  of 

relations,  but  that  its  work  of  finding  relations  is  infinite. 

Were    knowledge  a   mere   system   of   relations   it  would 

indeed  be  an  air  castle,  but  it  is  a  system  of  relations  based 

upon  the  factual,  and  ever  appealing  to  the  facts  for  its 

justification.      If  we  can  show  this,  the   charge   against 

knowledge  proves  groundless. 

Knowledge  does  find  the  relations  between  objects,  and 
it  is  true  that  these  objects  in  turn  may  be  analyzed  by  us 
into  new  objects  among  which  a  new  system  of  relations 
may  be  found  to  obtain.  This  we  saw  clearly  in  our  study 
of  the  atomic  theory.  But  are  these  objects  merely  rela- 
tions ?  No,  indeed.  They  are  facts  revealed  to  our  minds  — 
facts,  it  is  true,  that  we  know  only  by  relating  them  to  other 
facts.  But  the  relation  between  facts  is  all  we  want  to 
know  and  all  that  knowledge  claims  to  give  and  ought  to 
be  asked  to  give.  Knowledge  is  not  merely  a  great  cobweb 
of  relations.  Knowledge  is  a  system  of  relations  admitting 
of  indefinite  extension  ;  but  the  objects  among  which  the 
relations  hold  are  always  facts  —  facts  revealed  then  and 
there,  and  demanding  an  interpretation.  Were  knowledge 
all,  that  is,  did  we  ever  have  merely  knowledge  without  the 
direct  apprehension  or  intuition  of  the  facts,  then,  indeed, 
the  charge  brought  by  relativism  against  knowledge  would 
hold.  But  as  we  have  shown  in  discussing  the  Given, 
such  is  never  the  case.  There  never  is  a  knowledge 
without  being  a  knowledge  of  some  object,  and  this 
means  without  the  data  in  the  form  of  facts  being 
revealed.! 

To  turn  to  the  second  part  of  this  charge  raised  against 

1  As  far  as  Mr.  Bradley's  argument  could  be  used  by  skepticism  this 
would  be  my  answer  to  it.     Cf.  Appearance  and  lieality,  loc.  cit. 
2c 
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11.  The  In- 
Jinittuie  o/ 
Knowledge. 


Knowle<lge 
is  ever  au 
appeiU  to 
the  facts 
that  can 
verify  its 
assertions : 
but  these 
facts  extend 
through  all 
future  time. 


kiiowk'dfj^e.  lu  coiupaiiiig  fact  with  fact  knowledge 
includes  all  future  and  past  facts.  It  relates  the  present 
revealed  object  to  objects  that  are  not  revealed. 

How  knowledge  can  transcend  the  present  conscious- 
ness we  shall  consider  later ;  but  now  we  must  hold  our- 
selves to  the  one  question,  How  about  these  past  and 
future  objects?  They  too,  we  maintain,  are  facts  looked 
forward  to  as  possible  revelations  to  our  minds.  Hence, 
in  bringing  absent  facts  into  relation  to  given  facts,  our 
knowledge  is  doing  no  more  than  asserting  possible  per- 
ceptions. That  is,  when  we  say  of  some  object  before  us, 
"  This  is  a  book,"  we  mean  that  we  now  have  a  certain 
perception,  and  that  under  certain  given  circumstances  we 
shall  always  have  this  same  or  other  definite  perceptions. 
This  will  be  clearer  if  we  go  more  into  detail.  The  object 
before  us  we  call  a  book.  Suppose  we  stretch  out  our  hand 
and  grasp  it,  but  no  sense  of  touch  follows.  We  say  at 
once,  "  I  must  have  had  an  hallucination,  that  could  not 
have  been  a  book."  In  short,  in  saying  that  the  object 
was  a  book,  we  implied  that  grasping  it  would  mean  a  cer- 
tain touch-perception.  Again,  supposing  we  grasp  it,  but 
find  quite  a  different  perception  of  touch  to  follow  from 
that  expected,  that  is,  we  find  it  is  made  of  stone  painted 
like  a  book.  "We  say  at  once,  "  That  is  not  a  book,"  imply- 
ing that,  in  calling  it  a  book,  we  meant  that  to  grasp  it 
would  be  to  get  a  particular  touch-perception  quite  differ- 
ent from  what  we  actually  got.  Again,  if  we  go  near  it 
and  find  that  instead  of  seeing  the  other  side  of  a  book 
we  see  only  a  colored  picture  on  cardboard,  we  say  at 
once  that  we  were  deceived,  and  imply  thereby  that  in 
calling  the  object  a  book  we  should  upon  approaching  it 
get  a  particular  visual  perception.  Again,  if  steadily 
looking  at  the  book  it  suddenly  disappears  from  view  and 
a  box  takes  its  place,  we  say  that  we  must  have  had 
an  illusion,  clearly  implying  thereby  that  our  statement 
meant  no  such   occurrence  as  the  sudden    disappearance 
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of  the  book.  Thus,  if  we  examine  our  knowledge, 
we  shall  find  that  the  relations  therein  asserted  always 
imply  possible  future  perceptions,  and  that  in  any  given 
case  these  perceptions  are  indefinite  in  number. 

Now  can  we  define  these  future  perceptions?  What 
are  they  ?  As  we  have  said,  they  form,  when  examined, 
nothing  more  nor  less  than  the  complete  proof  of  our  asser- 
tion. In  short,  to  say  an  object  is  a  house,  a  dog,  the  moon, 
to  say  that  man  has  evolved  from  lower  types  of  life,  or  to 
make  any  similar  statement,  is  but  to  assert  the  possibility 
of  certain  future  perceptions,  and  these  perceptions  are  what 
we  call  the  proof.  That  is^  knowledge  is  the  assertion  of  its 
own  complete  proof,  and  this  complete  proof  is  always  sought 
in  perception. 

We  have  now  found  the  full  significance  of  our  defini- 
tion of  knowledge  and  the  injustice  of  the  charge  made 
against  knowledge  by  the  extreme  relativists.  It  is  true 
that  knowledge  is  a  system  of  relations,  but  the  office  ful- 
filled by  each  of  these  relations  is  the  prediction  of  facts. 
Not  only  does  knowledge  have  ever  before  it  the  object  or 
fact  that  it  is  interpreting,  but  it  does  no  more  than  to 
predict  facts  when  it  asserts  of  the  given  object  the  rela- 
tions that  hold  between  that  object  and  other  objects. 
The  whole  system  of  relations  is,  in  short,  an  appeal  to 
facts,  and  nowhere  does  it  cease  to  be  an  appeal  to  facts. 
The  whole  work  of  knowledge  is  to  reveal  perfectly  the 
world  of  facts,  the  facts  not  only  of  the  present  but  of  the 
past  and  future,  and  to  order  these  facts  in  such  a  way 
that  they  may  be  of  greatest  service  to  man.  In  any 
given  case,  the  full  meaning  of  an  assertion  is  to  be 
found  by  stating  explicitly  the  perceptions  that  it  im- 
plicitly predicts.  These  form  the  complete  proof  of  the 
assertion,  and  they  do  form  the  complete  proof  only 
because  the  assertion  itself  was  nothing  more  or  less 
than  their  prediction. 

Proof  is,  then,  always  to  be  found  in  present  and  future 
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Thus  we 

are  forced 
to  be  satis- 
fied with 
probability. 
However, 
this  is  in  no 
way  a  just 
charge 
against  the 
validity  of 
knowledge. 


percoptions.  But  why  in  perceptions?  Because  in  per- 
ception we  i:^et  nearest  to  the  facts.  True,  perception  is 
itself  knowledge,  and  therefore  needs  itself  proof  or  justifi- 
cation. This  forces  us  to  verify  one  perception  by  another, 
and  that  by  another,  and  so  on  indefinitely.  As  a  result, 
the  work  of  proof  in  all  knowledge  is  an  endless  process. 
But  the  proof  itself  that  is  sought  is  always  sought  by  an 
appeal  through  perception  to  the  facts.  Wherever  we  are 
satisfied  that  our  perception  correctly  interprets  the  facts, 
we  accept  it  as  equivalent  to  the  fact,  and  take  it  as  so 
much  final  proof.  Thus  in  practice,  when  we  have  taken 
hold  of  the  book,  opened  it,  and  read  in  it,  we  are  entirely 
satisfied  that  our  knowledge  of  it  as  a  book  was  true. 
Theoretically,  however,  we  have  not  completely  proved  it 
to  be  a  book  until  every  fact  in  the  universe  implied  in 
our  assertion  has  been  appealed  to,  and  such  an  appeal 
means  an  endless  series  of  perceptions. 

To  sum  all  this  up  as  a  conclusion,  we  get  the  following : 
To  know,  is  to  bring  order  into  the  chaos  of  facts  given  us. 
This  we  do  by  asserting  of  the  facts  certain  laws.  These 
laws  assert  that  always  under  given  conditions  certain 
events  will  happen.  The  proof,  therefore,  of  knowledge 
consists  in  the  actual  occurrence  of  the  predicted  event, 
and  this  means  an  appeal  to  future  facts.  But  to  interpret 
a  fact  by  asserting  of  it  a  law  means  to  affirm  an  eternal 
verity,  for  our  law  must  hold  throughout  all  time.  There- 
fore our  assertion  can  be  completely  proved  only  by  an 
appeal  to  all  time.  But  an  appeal  to  all  time  requires  a 
search  for  proof  that  is  itself  endless ;  in  short,  any  in- 
stance of  knowledge  is,  directly  or  indirectly,  an  assertion 
about  all  the  facts  in  the  universe,  for  there  dare  not  be 
one  fact  in  the  whole  univeree  and  throughout  all  time 
that  contradicts  our  assertion.  If  there  is,  our  law  is 
false  or  needs  modification.  Consequently,  the  complete 
proof  of  knowledge  cannot  be  attained  by  the  finite  mind. 
The  finite  mind  is  forced  to  he  satisfied  with  prohahility . 
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None  the  less,  knowledge  as  a  whole  is  an  appeal  to  the 
facts.  It  asserts  nothing  except  what  it  claims  is  supported 
by  facts.  As  such,  knowledge  is  valid.  As  finite  minds, 
we  may  be  obliged  to  search  indefinitely  for  the  facts  that 
form  the  complete  proof  of  our  knowledge.  This,  how- 
ever, is  not  a  theoretical  but  only  a  practical  difficulty. 
Knowledge  as  such  appeals  to  the  facts ;  even  though 
knowledge  presents  to  man  an  ideal  that  he  can  but  par- 
tially realize.  The  facts,  however,  are  there.  All  that  is 
lacking  is  the  ability  of  the  finite  man  to  accomplish  the 
ideal  his  knowledge  demands.  This  ideal  is  the  complete 
interpretation  of  all  the  facts  of  the  universe  by  comparing 
them  and  by  placing  each  fact  where  it  belongs  in  the  sys- 
tem of  knowledge. 

But  as  the  facts  in  such  a  system  of  knowledge  are  infinite 
in  number,  so  also  is  the  task  of  their  interpretation  infinite. 
This  in  no  way  militates  against  the  validity  of  knowledge. 
It  shows  only  that  its  task,  to  be  completed,  would  require 
an  intelligence  also  that  is  infinite.  It  shows  that  the 
finite  mind  must  be  satisfied  with  probabilities. 


CHAPTER   XLII 


To  continue 
our  argu- 
ment : 


Does  not 
knowledge 
always  go 
beyond  its 
premises, 
and  is  it  not 
therefore  in- 
consistent ? 


THE  TRANSCENDENT   ELEMENT   IN   KNOWLEDGE   AND 

ITS    VALIDITY 

From  the  discussion  that  has  gone  before  we  have 
learned  how  knowledge  looks  into  the  past  and  future  and 
predicates  of  the  present  fact  the  law  of  its  future  exist- 
ence. But  why  may  we  go  beyond  the  present  at  all? 
Are  we  not  tied  down  to  the  facts  as  directl}'  revealed 
here  and  now?  From  the  formal  principles  of  knowledge 
taught  us  in  logic,  no  conclusion  dare  contain  new  matter 
or  go  beyond  the  information  granted  in  the  premises. 
To  do  so  is  to  be  guilty  of  a  7ion  sequitur.  Now  these 
principles  are  ultimate  and  must  be  accepted,  for  to  compare 
without  obeying  these  principles  would  really  be  to  make 
an  absurd  or  fallacious  comparison.  But  if  any  individual 
judgment  must  keep  true  to  these  rules  in  order  to  be 
valid,  it  is  a  very  serious  charge  to  say  that  knowledge  as 
such  is  always  untrue  to  them.  Does  knowledge,  then, 
contain  an  element  out  of  harmony  with  the  very  prin- 
ciples of  knowledge  ? 

Now  an  examination  of  knowledge  does  seem  to  show 
the  presence  of  a  real  difficulty.  In  our  comparison  of 
one  fact  with  another,  we  assert  not  merely  what  is  given 
us  in  the  present,  or  in  our  premises,  for  example,  that  the 
two  objects  are  alike,  but  also  that  they  will  always  prove 
alike,  that  both  possess,  in  as  far  as  they  are  alike,  the 
same  law  of  existence.  In  so  doing  we  are  predicting 
what  will  be  the  conduct  of  our  object  for  all  time  to 
come.  But  its  future  conduct  is  not  given  us  in  the  pres- 
ent, that  is,  at  the  time  we  make  our  assertion.     Hence,  it 
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must  be  that  we  are  going  beyond  our  premises  when  we 
include  the  future  in  our  inference.  Still  we  always  do 
include  the  future,  and  so  we  always  go  beyond  our  prem- 
ises. This  is  contrary  to  the  laws  of  reasoning.  There- 
fore, says  the  skeptic,  knowledge  is  not  valid. 

Thus  we  are  brought  face  to  face  with  a  new  problem. 
Can  the  validity  of  knowledge  be  shown,  can  we  prove 
that  knowledge  in  interpreting  the  world  does  not  go 
beyond  its  premises,  but  remains  always  true  to  the  laws  of 
reasoning?  Knowledge  seems  to  go  beyond  its  premises. 
If  what  seems  true,  be  true,  then  knowledge  is  invalid. 
Therefore,  if  knowledge  prove  to  be  valid,  it  must  be 
because  its  premises  are  shown  to  contain  more  than  the 
skeptic  claims  they  do. 

Our  method  of  showing  this  may  seem  strange  at  first.  Reply: 
but  further  thought  will  make  evident  its  reasonableness,  ^^o^'i^dge 

°  _  _  does  do  so, 

We   grant   that  the  skeptic  is  right  in  maintaining  that  but  must  be 
additional  premises  must  be  furnished  knowledge  before  f[ght*soto* 
the  conclusions  knowledge  is  always  drawing  can  be  justi-  do; 
fied.     But  where  are  we  to  get  these  premises?     That  is 
the  rub.     Our  reply  is :  We  have  to  grant  them  to  knowl- 
edge, because  not  to  do  so  would  be  to  make  us  skeptics, 
and  skepticism  we  shall  show  to  be  an  absurdity. 

The  programme  of  our  argument  is  as  follows :  If  skep- 
ticism were  right,  the  world  would  be  unknowable.  This 
is  absurd.  But  the  world  is  unknowable  unless  we  grant  as 
ultimate  premises  all  that  knowledge  is  forced  to  presuppose 
about  the  world.  These  presuppositions  of  knowledge, 
which  we  shall  study  later,  are  the  Material  Principles  of 
Knowledge,  or  the  Principles  of  Reality,  and  are  neces- 
sarily true. 

First,  then,  let  us  ask:  Is  the  world  knowahle,  or  is  the 
position  that  it  is  not  tenable? 

In  answering  skepticism  let  us  ask  first  the  simple  ques-   for  the 
tion  whether  or  not  the  skeptic  brings  his  attack  against  J"J'|,"ti',°fn, 
all  our  knowledge  or  only  against  some  of  it.     If  against  isunieuabie, 
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would  bo 
rational 
saicide. 


all,  then  that  wvy  kjiowledfife  that  even  lie  claims  to 
have  is  uiitrustworthy.  If  so,  Ave  do  not  have  to  answer 
him.  In  fact,  we  cannot  answer  him.  But  the  truth 
is,  he  does  claim  to  know  something,  because  he  wants 
us  to  believe  him.  Then,  too,  his  own  daily  life 
indicates  quite  clearly  that  he  trusts  his  knowledge  in 
many  ways.  But  to  make  our  reply  more  deadly  yet :  in 
his  own  life  he  must  trust  either  his  knowledge  of  the 
world  or  his  belief  that  that  knowledge  is  untrustworthy. 
If  he  do  either  he  contradicts  his  skepticism.  In  short, 
his  knowledge  commits  suicide.  Moreover,  as  he  raises  a 
theory  against  us,  we  are  forced,  if  we  answer  him  at  all, 
to  offer  some  knowledge  as  an  argument.  Yet  by  hypoth- 
esis he  will  not  accept  any  knowledge.  Therefore  we 
are  unable  to  meet  his  arguments.  If  they  are  knowledge, 
we  are  not  to  take  them  seriously;  if  they  are  not,  we 
should  refuse  to  argue  further.  If  we  argue  seriously,  we 
do  so  against  a  man  that  refuses  from  the  nature  of  the 
case  to  be  argued  with.  Hence  for  us  skepticism  does  not 
exist  as  a  possibly  tenable  knowledge.  As  knowledge  it  is 
just  as  little  a  form  with  which  we  can  deal  as  the  ravings 
of  a  madman.  As  a  knowing  being  the  skeptic  has  com- 
mitted suicide.  In  fact  he  has  thus  saved  us  the  trouble 
of  dealingr  with  him.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is  this :  to 
hold  any  theory  seriously,  to  claim  for  any  opinion  a  hear- 
ing, means  that  you  do  believe,  you  do  trust,  what  you 
have  to  say.  It  means  that  you  are  not  a  skeptic,  but 
claim  to  know  something  at  least.  This  in  no  way  asserts 
that  all  knowledge  is  true.  Perhaps  most  we  know  does 
need  all  manner  of  revision  and  correction.  Still  the  fact 
that  there  is  such  a  thing  as  justifiable  knowledge,  valid 
knowledge,  at  once  removes  for  us  this  ultimate  skepti- 
cism. 

Thus  we  reach  the  following  results.  To  ask  knowl- 
edge to  justify  itself  in  this  ultimate  way  is  to  raise  a 
question  entirely  beyond  debate.     It  is  to  talk  nonsense. 
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You  ask  ivhere  should  we  be,  did  we  jump  outside  of  space ; 
but  the  very  question  tells  us  we  should  be  in  space.  You 
ask  us  how  knowledge  is  possible,  how  knowledge  is  justi- 
fiable;  but  your  very  question  admits  knowledge  to  be 
both.  Did  we  in  turn  undertake  to  prove  it,  we  should 
be  arguing  in  a  circle,  because  to  undertake  to  prove  any- 
thing is  to  assume  the  very  conclusion  you  ask  us  to  estab- 
lish. The  answer  to  the  skeptic  is,  therefore,  not  to  prove 
ourselves  right,  but  to  show  him  that  his  question  is  mere 
nonsense. 

No  matter  where  we  begin,  there  always  goes  before  us  Ultimately, 
as  the  very  logical  condition   of  our  beginning  at  all,  the  ^^ustTnt 
validity  of  knowledge,  or  the  knowability  of  the  world  in  the  validity 
some  degree.      For  us  all  it  is  a  premise ;  a  premise  we  edgeT"^^' 
can  neither  prove  nor  question.     To  do  either  is  to  argue 
in  a  circle.     It   is   truth,  absolute   truth,  unquestionable 
truth.     Hence,  one  of  the  very  first  truths  we  learn  con- 
cerning knowledge  is  that  as  such  it  presupposes  premises, 
or  at  least  one  premise,  the  knowableness  of  the  world. 

But  what  do  we  mean  by  the  knowableness  of  the  world? 
We  mean  that  there  is  a  harmony  between  knowledge  and 
reality.  We  mean  that  when  knowledge  is  true,  that  is, 
obeys  all  her  canons,  is  consistent  with  itself  in  everything, 
that  then  knowledge  is  a  valid  interpretation  of  the  world. 

But  do  we  not  mean  more  than  this  ?  Do  we  not  even 
go  to  the  length  of  asserting  that  ever}'  presupposition  of 
knowledge  is  as  such  a  valid  and  unquestionable  interpre- 
tation of  reality  ?  Reality  as  such  is  a  knowable  world,  at 
least  as  far  as  knowledge  must  assume  that  we  know  it. 
Knowledge  must  be  granted  its  presuppositions.  What- 
ever be  its  ultimate  laws,  whatever  be  its  ultimate  and 
necessary  character;  it  assumes  that  not  only  these  laws, 
but  also  that  tliis  character  in  no  way  hindei's  it  fi-om  be- 
ing a  valid  interpretation  of  reality.  Quite  the  contrary, 
reality  is  just  that  which  both  these  laws  and  that  character 
say  it  is. 
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Thus  we  come  to  the  final  thesis  of  our  chapter.  To 
stud}'  the  nature  of  knowledge,  to  consider  her  premises, 
is  after  all  but  working  out  the  nature  of  the  world  as  pre- 
supposed by  knowledge.  This  presupposition  of  knowl- 
edge we  have  to  accept  as  valid.  In  short,  we  are  from 
the  nature  of  the  case  working  out  an  ultimately  indispu- 
table, though,  to  be  sure,  incomplete,  interpretation  of  the 
world. 

We  have  now  seen  that  the  position  of  the  absolute  skep- 
tic is  untenable.  The  world  is  knoivahle.  This  is  our  First 
Axiom  of  Knowledge.  But  if  the  world  be  knowable,  we 
had  at  once  to  grant  a  second  axiom.  Knowledge  cannot 
he  invalid  as  a  process.  Now  what  did  this  mean?  It 
meant  that  whatever  premises  knowledge  needs  in  order  to  do 
her  ivork  must  he  granted  her  from  the  start.  If  tve  do  not 
grant  them.,  we  are  at  once  forced  hack  into  the  ranks  of  ahso- 
lute  skepticism. 

Thus  our  second  axiom  of  knowledge  will  run  :  — 

From  the  knoivahility  of  the  ivorld  it  follows  that  knowledge 
must  he  granted  all  that  is  necessary  to  make  it  as  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  ivorld  possihle.  Hence  our  next  question 
will  be :  What  must  be  granted  knowledge  as  ultimate 
premises  in  order  that  the  interpretation  of  the  world  will 
be  a  possibility?  What  are  these  Material  Principles  of 
Knowledge  or  Principles  of  Reality  ? 

In  answering  this  question  in  the  following  chapter  we 
shall  find  that  philosophers  differ  in  opinion,  and  that 
these  differences  of  opinion  divide  them  into  two  great 
schools,  —  the  Empiricists  and  the  Rationalists. 
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III.     THE   WORLD   AS  PRESUPPOSED   BY 
KNOWLEDGE 


CHAPTER   XLHI 

THE    PREMISES    OF    KNOWLEDGE,     OR     RATIONALISM     V». 
EMPIRICISM  1 

Knowledge  or  judgment  is  an  assertion;   that  is,  it  Empiricism 
claims  validity  for  itself,  it  presupposes  a  justification  for  Rational- 
all   its  predication.      Our   present  problem  is:    Wherein  ism. 
does  this  justification  consist?  ' 

The  question  has  been  answered  in  two  ways,  and  the 
resulting  theories  are  called  Empiricism  and  Rationalism. 
Empiricism  claims  that  facts  themselves  form  the  only  jus- 
tification for  the  interpretation  of  the  facts.  In  short,  all 
knowledge  is  but  the  prediction  of  facts,  and  as  a  prediction 
it  needs  no  further  justification  than  the  facts  themselves 
when  the  time  of  their  coming  is  present.  Rationalism 
finds  involved  in  our  knowledge  implications  that  the 
facts  themselves  can  never  justify.  Therefore  to  justify 
these  implications  we  must  appeal  to  principles.  A  prin- 
ciple is  self-evident  knowledge,  or  knowledge  that  needs 
no  further  justification  than  our  insight.  Rationalism 
agrees  in  part  with  empiricism,  that  is,  in  as  far  as  both 
theories  regard  the  facts  as  the  chief  element  of  proof. 
They  differ  the  one  by  affirming,  the  other  by  denying, 
that  the  facts  form  the  full  justification,  or  proof. 

1  The  great  school  of  empiricism  has  been  that  in  England,  from  Locke 
down  to  recent  writers,  notably  John  Stuart  Mill.  Cf.  Weber's  and 
Windelband's  Histories,  on  English  Philosophy. 
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An  Erami-        Let  US  soe  liist  liow  tMU})iricisin  would  enable  knowledge 

E^mpPricisin.  t<i  guiu  its  acquittal  from  tlie  charge  entered  by  skepticism. 

In  knowing  any  object,  as  we  have  seen,  we  predicate 

of  it  some  one  of  the  many  eternal  laws  of  its  existence ; 

that  is,  we  go  beyond  the  present  and  assert  its  future  life, 

Awoniin^Mo  therefore  its  as  yet  unrevealed  life.     What  rational  right 

T'ss'"^'"     yii^'ve  we  to  do  this?     Empiricism  answers  :   In  predicting 

tions  are        the  Uiw  of  the  future,  we  assert  the  law  not  as  something 

bUitier'^'^"    ^^'6  know  with  surety,  but  solely  as  something  probable. 

When  I  call  this  object  a  piece  of  paper,  I  assert  that  if 

you   hold  a  lighted   match  to    it,   it   will   probably  burn. 

Again,  I  do  not  say  with  absolute  certainty  iha,t  to-morrow's 

sun  will  rise.    This  1  know  merely  as  a  probability.     Only 

to-morrow  itself  will  reveal  to  me  with  surety  whether  or 

not   my  prediction   was  true.     Nothing   I   know   in   the 

present  is  known  with  any  complete  surety,  for  only  the 

future  itself  can  give  that. 

But  what  But  we  may  ask  the  empiricist  how  he  comes  to  know 

bim^'^" 'and     ^^^'^^  to-morrow's  sunrise  or  anything  else  is  a  probability  ? 

how  flare  we    He  replies:  It  is  such,  because  through  an  indefinite  past 

this^.rour     experience  things  like  what  I  call  "day"  have  always  be- 

assertioii,  if    come  "  night,"  and   afterward   "  day "  again.     We   know 

present\atts  the  future  Es  a  probability  by  judging  what  things  have 

are  given  us  i^een.     Every  piece  of  ice  that  I  have  put  near  a  hot  fire 

Qg  prcni-  </    -L  ■*■ 

ises  ?  has  melted ;  therefore,  every  piece  will  henceforth  proba- 

bly do  the  same  thing.  The  child  that  puts  its  hand  into 
the  fire,  gets  burnt,  henceforth  it  shuns  the  fire,  believ- 
ing that  what  has  once  happened  will  under  like  condi- 
tions happen  again.  The  whipped  dog  crawls  under  the 
sofa  when  he  sees  the  raised  whip.  Why  should  he? 
Clearly  because  he  should  fear  that  the  consequences  of  a 
blow  will  next  time  be  just  as  painful  as  last  time.  So  in 
our  daily  life,  we  come  to  know  how  things  act  by  watch- 
ing them  and  by  expecting  to  see  them  continue  to  act 
just  as  they  have  done.  In  case  they  do  not  act  as  they 
formerly  did,  we  at  once  inquire,  What  can  be  the  mat- 
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ter?  For  example,  if  we  have  some  engine  and  it  does 
not  work,  we  at  once  commence  to  overhaul  it,  and  unless 
we  find  some  part  out  of  the  usual  order,  we  are  very  much 
surprised.  In  fact,  we  should  never  rest  satisfied  until 
we  had  found  something  out  of  order.  In  other  words, 
we  should  maintain  that  did  the  engine  not  work,  it  must 
be  out  of  order,  or  that  were  it  in  order,  it  would  work  the 
same  as  ever. 

But  notice  carefully  how  we  are  here  led  into  a  new 
problem.  What  is  our  empiricist  saying  ?  Things  always 
continue  to  act  or  do  as  they  have  done,  provided  they  them- 
selves have  not  changed,  or,  as  we  may  say,  "  are  not  out  of 
order."  If  the  fire  burns  once,  it  will  always  burn  under 
the  same  conditions.  If  the  ice  melts  once,  it  will  always 
do  so  again,  provided  we  get  the  same  kind  of  ice  and  put 
it  just  as  near  to  just  as  hot  a  fire,  and  so  on.  Or  stated  as 
an  abstract  law,  things  always  act  the  same  under  the  same 
conditions.  But  then  our  empiricist  is  assuming  as  a  prem- 
ise this  general  law  which  goes  along  with  his  knowledge 
just  as  our  shadow  runs  along  with  us  as  we  walk.  We  are 
constantly  falling  back  on  this  law  to  justify  us,  whenever  we 
predict,  in  fact,  whenever  we  interpret.  But  if  we  do  this, 
is  not  our  law  of  uniformity,  as  it  is  called,  an  axiom  ? 

This  we  ask  the  empiricist.  However,  he  is  too  sly  to 
admit  it ;  for  if  he  did,  he  would  have  to  give  up  his  em- 
piricism and  be  a  rationalist.  So  he  tries  some  other 
means  of  escape  that  will  not  force  him  to  yield  his  gen- 
eral position.  He  tells  us:  "  This  law  of  uniformity  is  itself 
nothing  but  a  probability  in  which  we  have  come  to  believe  ; 
because,  no  matter  where  we  look  carefully  and  adequately, 
we  shall  find  it  to  have  obtained.  In  all  the  past  experi- 
ence of  our  race  things  have  always  acted  in  the  same  way 
under  the  same  conditions  ;  and  therefore  "  —  Hold  !  Do 
not  tell  us  that  they  always  will  do  so,  for  whence  the 
information  ?  True,  they  always  have  done  so  ;  but  if 
you  say  they  always  will,  because   things  under  the  like 
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conditions  act  the  same,  you  are  guilty  of  a  circulus  in 
probaudo.  Or  if  you  say,  because  they  have  done  so  they 
always  will,  you  are  guilty  of  a  non  sequitur.  In  the 
former  case  you  are  leading  us  around  in  a  circle,  a  is 
true  because  b  is ;  and  b  is  true  because  a  is.  Or  in  the 
latter  case,  "  has  been  "  means  "  has  been,"  and  not  "  will 
be."  "Will  be  "means  "will  be,"  and  not  "has  been." 
To  deduce  one  from  the  other  would  be  to  throw  overboard 
the  simplest  rules  of  logic.  If  we  may  go  beyond  our 
premises  in  this  way,  why,  what  under  the  sun  can  we 
not  prove  ? 

Thus  it  comes  out:  we  intrust  ourselves  to  the  hands 
of  the  empiricist;  and  he  leads  us  along  very  well  for  a 
time  and  all  looks  auspicious,  until,  first  thing  we  know, 
we  stand  on  the  brink  of  a  precipice  where  one  step  farther 
means  rational  annihilation.  If  we  refuse  to  take  the  step 
forward  and  look  about  to  see  where  safety  is  to  be  found, 
we  shall  see  but  one  escape.  We  must  accept  his  law  of 
uniformity  as  an  axiom,  as  self-evident,  as  true  on  the  face 
of  it.  Then  we  have  avoided  the  precipice,  but  we  are 
henceforth   no   longer   his  followers,  we  are  rationalists. 

Thus  to  sum  up,  we  may  give  the  following  argument 
in  outline  as  the    position    rationalism  maintains  against 
empiricism  and  as  the  means  it  employs  to  overthrow  the 
latter  doctrine. 
Summary  The  empiricist  has  shown  us  that  when  he  interprets  a 

given  fact,  he  relates  this  fact  to  all  other  facts.  Quite 
true.  But  how  does  he  do  so  ?  Ultimately  by  predicting 
that  the  facts  forming  his  so-called  proof  will  exist.  What 
right  has  he  to  make  this  prediction  ?  From  the  premises  as 
accepted  by  the  empiricist  he  has  no  logical  justification  for 
his  prediction.  All  that  his  premises  contain  are  the  given 
facts  of  the  present,  and  the  facts  he  can  rightly  claim  to 
have  belonged  to  the  past.  But  where  in  all  these  facts 
lies  the  information  of  what  will  be  ?  The  empiricist  re- 
plies that  he  is  able  to  predict  the  future  because  he  has 


of  the  fore- 
going 
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discovered  that  the  events  of  the  past  obey  the  law  of 
causation.  That  is,  as  far  as  his  experience  informs  him, 
the  same  event  or  system  of  events  is  always  followed  by 
the  same  effect.  Thus  he  comes  to  hold  the  law  that  there 
is  throughout  the  realm  of  nature  a  uniformity  of  sequence 
among  events.  To  this,  however,  a  ready  reply  is  made. 
Granting  that  your  experience  does  show  such  a  uniform- 
ity to  have  existed  thus  far,  by  what  right  are  you  justified 
in  holding  to  its  continued  existence  ?  Here  empiricism 
breaks  down.  The  facts  tell  each  its  own  content,  but 
they  in  no  way  warrant  us  in  finding  in  them  more  than 
their  own  content.  That  is,  each  has  his  own  story  to 
tell,  and  refuses  absolutely  to  tell  the  story  of  any  other 
fact.  Therefore  the  empiricist  is  guilty  of  a  logical  fal- 
lacy. He  is  reading  into  his  facts  more  than  is  contained 
there.  If  he  keeps  absolutely  to  his  premises,  each  fact 
would  be  isolated  from  every  other  fact,  and  could  not  be 
brought  into  relation  to  it.  Knowledge  as  a  comparison 
of  one  fact  with  all  other  facts  would  become  an  impossi- 
bility for  two  reasons.  First,  the  only  facts  given  us  are 
present  facts.  Secondly,  the  past  is  known  through  the 
present,  and  the  method  by  which  it  is  known  is  one  in 
which  we  go  beyond  the  present.  So  also  the  future.  It 
can  be  known  by  us  only  through  some  means  that  will 
warrant  us  in  assuming  what  the  future  will  bring.  Thus 
without  any  means  of  going  beyond  the  given  facts  of  the 
present,  the  empiricist  is  not  warranted  in  relating  the 
present  to  the  past  or  to  the  future.  Knowledge  crumbles 
to  pieces,  and  we  have  now  before  us  an  undisguised 
skepticism. 

But  how  does  rationalism  fare  any  better  than  empiri-  tlus  we  are 
cism  ?     Rationalism  claims  that  knowledge  presupposes  in  ^jo^'pf  3*^„,e 
all  its  operations  those  laws  which  as  premises  will  give  form  of 
validity  to  the    conclusion.     We    must   accept   either  of 
two  positions,  either  that  we  have  premises  giving  us  suffi- 
cient information  to  draw  the  conclusions  which  knowl- 
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edcfe  is  obliged  to  draw,  or  that  we  have  not  these  premises. 
The  hitter  position  leads  to  skepticism,  which  to  ration- 
alism is  a  red  actio  ad  absurdum.  In  short,  rationalism 
claims  knowledge  as  such  presupposes  certain  laws  that 
cannot  be  proved,  because  to  prove  them  we  should  have 
to  assume  them.  They  are  accepted  by  us  on  their  face 
value,  they  are  in  truth  self-evident. 

To  all  this  may  we  not  object:  How  dare  knowledge 
trust  its  insight  so  far?  Rationalism  replies:  In  doing  so 
we  are  in  no  way  trusting  knowledge  differently  than  we 
do  in  accepting  the  facts  as  revealed  to  us.  Our  insight 
or  intuition  is  the  final  court  of  appeal  to  determine  what 
is  fact  and  what  is  not.  So,  also,  here  our  intuition  is  the 
final  court  of  appeal.  To  doubt  its  verdict  would  be  the 
same  as  doubting  the  facts  revealed  to  our  minds.  It 
would  be  the  rejection  not  only  of  all  interpretation,  but 
even  of  the  object  of  our  interpretation. 
Our  next  In   this    discussion   we    have   taken   but   one    principle 

problem  will   ^^Qse  denial  causes  the  empiricist  very  serious   trouble. 

then  be  to  '^  in 

deteimiii"      We  might  have  taken  others   that  we  shall  attempt  to 
the  preni.ses  formui-^te  farther  on.     However,  the  law  of  uniformity  is 

rationalis:ii  _  <;' 

thus  claims  the  best  selection,  for  it  represents  the  great  historical 
suDMsed'  corner  into  which  the  empiricist  has  pushed  himself  or  has 
been  pushed  by  others.  Hence,  we  may  conclude :  If 
we  are  forced  to  hold  that  one  axiom  at  least  must  be 
accepted,  we  have  proved  the  one  exception  that  contra- 
dicts the  opponent's  conclusion.  Empiricism  is  contra- 
dicted, therefore  its  contradictory,  or  rationalism  in  some 
form,  is  valid.^ 

1  From  the  doctrine  of  rationalism  it  follows  that  there  can  be  no 
ultimate  difference  between  deductive  and  inductive  reasoning.  We  dare 
not  rationally  draw  a  conclusion  for  which  we  have  not  full  justification. 
But  if  we  have  full  justification  this  must  consist  of  premises  that 
warrant  the  conclusion,  exactly  as  in  deduction.  Hence  we  have  but  the 
one  ultimate  form  of  reasoning,  and  deduction  and  induction  can,  as  types 
of  reasoning,  be  but  modifications  of  this  one  form.  However,  to  pursue 
this  question  farther  belongs  to  a  treatise  and  not  to  an  elementary  book. 
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Still  we  must  not  stop  with  a  mere  disproof  of  empiri- 
cism. If  we  accept  the  rationalist's  position,  it  makes  us 
responsible  for  the  working  out  of  all  the  premises,  or 
axioms,  presupposed  by  knowledge  in  its  attempt  to  inter- 
pret the  world.  These  axioms  will  form  an  a  priori  inter- 
pretation of  the  world ;  or,  otherwise  expressed,  knowledge 
starts  out  with  some  knowledge  of  the  world  that  it  is  to 
interpret.  This  knowledge  we  must  now  seek  to  discover 
by  reflective  analysis. 

The  following  four  chapters  are  devoted  to  answering 
this  exceedingly  difficult  question.  Fearing  that  the 
beginner  may  find  their  arguments  very  abstruse,  I  shall 
give  here  a  short  summary  of  what  the  world  is  as  presup- 
posed by  knowledge. 

First,  the  world  is  made  up  of  the  facts  that  are 
revealed  to  our  minds  through  our  perceptions.  Some 
thinkers  (the  realists)  have  thought,  and  many  still 
believe,  that  there  is  a  world  beyond,  above,  or  behind 
this  world  that  you  and  I  can  see  and  touch,  a  transcen- 
dent world.  We  shall  try  to  disprove  any  such  doctrine 
and  shall  stoutly  maintain  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  uni- 
verse whatsoever  that  does  not  admit  of  being  perceived 
(idealism),  that  the  belief  in  a  world  not  thus  admitting  of 
being  experienced  by  us  is  nonsense. 

Secondly,  some  thinkers  who  have  admitted  this  conclu- 
sion have  said  that  all  the  facts  that  you  and  I  perceive 
are,  after  all,  nothing  but  perceptions  in  our  minds. 
From  the  very  nature  of  our  statement  tliat  all  facts  are 
given  us  through  perception,  they  have  concluded  that  the 
facts  themselves  are  nothing  more  or  less  than  our  per- 
ceptions.^ 

However,  did  we  accept  this  conclusion,  we  should  have 
to  admit  the  absurd  consequence  that  each  man's  mental 
states  constitute  the  whole  universe.      No,  the  world  of 

1  The  reader  will  remember  that  Berkeley  taught  this  particular 
doctrine. 
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facts  is  revealed  ti)  us  by  perception,  but  it  is  not  to  be 
identitied  with  mental  states  in  us  or  with  aught  else  lliat 
makes  up  only  a  part  of  the  universe.  The  universe  of 
fact*}  is  indescribable  except  as  we  inter2)ret  it  by  inteipret- 
ing  the  individual  facts  that  it  includes. 

This  question  settled,  we  turn  to  the  question  finally  at 
issue :  What  are  the  Principles  of  Reality,  the  presuppo- 
sitions about  the  world  made  by  knowledge  in  attempting 
to  interpret  it.  One  of  these  presuppositions,  namely,  the 
law  of  uniformity  (including  the  law  of  causation  and 
that  of  repetition),  we  have  already  noticed. 


CHAPTER   XLIV 

THE  TRANSCENDENT    WORLD,   OR   REALISM   VS.   IDEALISM  ^ 

We  have  seen  that  two  answers  have  been  given  to  the  is  there  a 
question:  What  must  be  granted  knowledge  as  ultimate  denTworid? 
premises  ?  and  that  both  resulting  theories  in  spite  of  their 

1  The  terras  "realism"  and  "idealism"  have  had  many  meanings. 
The  student  will  do  well  to  consult  Baldwin's  Dictionary  and  also  Eisler's 
under  these  terms. 

Historical  Note. 

Idealism  (in  the  narrow  sense  in  which  we  use  the  term)  arose  in  the 
criticism  of  the  Kantian  doctrine,  which  taught  that  there  is  a  transcen- 
dent world,  but  that  this  world  (called  by  him  "  things  in  themselves  ")  is 
unknowable.  Cf.  Windelband,  History,  section  41,  and  Weber,  History, 
section  63. 

Before  Kant,  both  Berkeley  and  Hume  had  raised  objections  against 
the  existence  of  a  transcendent  substance.  Had  Hume  been  thoroughly 
consistent,  he  would  have  denied  the  existence  of  anything  but  "im- 
pressions" and  "  ideas,"  or  the  phenomenal  world. 

The  chief  home  of  realism  in  modern  times  was  the  continent.  Its 
most  elaborate  and  dogmatic  systems  were  those  of  Descartes,  Spinoza,  and 
Leibniz. 

At  the  present  time  the  battle  between  the  two  schools  is  still  waging. 
In  Germany,  idealism  is  sometimes  called  Conscientialism  and  also  the 
Immanent  Philosophy.  It  is  represented  by  such  writers  as  Schuppe  and 
Rehmke,  and  in  general  by  the  Hegelians. 

For  further  information  concerning  the  different  writers  and  the  con- 
troversy in  question,  the  student  is  referred  to :  Der  Realismus  und  das 
Transscendenzproblem,  von  W.  Freytag,  Halle  a.  S.,  1902;  also  to  the 
chief  Hegelian  writers,  to  T.  H.  Green,  to  Edward  Caird  (The  (Critical 
Philosophy  of  Kant),  and  other  English  and  American  writers  of  this 
school. 

For  information  concerning  the  two  great  post-Kantian  idealists, 
Fichte  and  Hegel,  probably  the  best  account  of  their  systems  is  that  given 
by  Kuno  Fischer  in  the  fifth  and  seventh  volumes  of  his  Geschichte  der 
neueren  Philosophie :  Fichte's  Leben,  Werke,  und  Lehre,  3te  Aufl., 
inoo  ;  Hegel,  Leben,  Lehre,  Werke,  2  Bde.,  1901.  For  further  references, 
cf.  Weber  and  Windelband,  Histories,  loc.  cit. 

40.3 
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difference  elsewhere  luainUiin  w  illi  ecjual  enipliasis  that  all 
knowledge  is  a  knowledge  of  facts,  that  facts  at  least  must 
be  furnished,  or  granted,  otherwise  knowledge  would  be 
impossible.  Our  present  problem  deals  with  this  world  of 
facts,  or  the  Given.  It  asks:  Does  this  world  of  facts 
make  up  the  sum-total  of  reality,  or  are  there  realities 
over  and  above  the  world  of  facts?  Is  there  a  world  that 
lies  beyond,  or  transcends  the  world  of  experience?  Is 
there  a  transcendent  world? 

This  question  has  been  answered  in  two  ways.     Yes  and 

no.     Those  that  reply  "  yes  "  are  now  generall}'  called  and 

are  best  called  Realists ;  those  that  reply  "  no,"  Idealists. 

I.  The  belief       What  is  the  meaning  of  this  problem  ?  and  what  is  the 

that  there  is  difference    between   the    two   schools   of   thought  ?     ]\len 

such  a  ° 

world :  havc  felt  that  the  great  world  about  us,  the  world  that  we 

Realism.  experience  in  our  daily  life,  is  not  self-explicable.  That 
is,  they  maintain  that  back  of  it,  or  as  its  foundation, 
there  must  exist  some  world  to  which  it  owes  its  being. 
In  other  words,  the  world  of  facts  presupposes  a  transcen- 
dent world  that  brought  it  into  being  and  that  sustains  it. 
Even  when  some  thinkers  have  gone  to  the  extreme  of 
declaring  that  the  world  of  our  experience  is  mere  decep- 
tion, an  illusion  of  the  senses,  this  has  not  made  them  give 
up  the  belief  in  a  real  world.  On  the  contrary,  this  is  but 
to  hold  the  more  firmly  that  all  is  not  mere  deception,  that 
a  world  of  reality  exists  beyond  the  deceptive  world.  But 
even  if  the  world  of  experience  is  not  deceptive,  it  is  said 
to  be  only  the  manifestation  of  the  real  world,  or  the  way 
in  which  the  real  world  appears.  It  is  an  illusion  if  we 
regard  it  as  a  perfect  picture  of  the  hidden  reality ;  but  it 
is  not  an  illusion  if  we  interpret  it  merely  as  the  way  in 
which  the  hidden  reality  behind  it  manifests  itself  to  our 
minds.  Possibly  we  can  get  behind  these  manifestations 
to  the  reality  that  underlies,  and  know  that  reality  as  it  is 
in  and  for  itself,  that  is,  as  it  really  exists,  and  not  merely 
as  it  appears  to  us. 
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The  world  of  facts  is  called  the  world  of  appearance, 
or,  in  the  Greek,  the  world  of  phenomena.  Philosophy- 
has  at  times  held  that  the  hidden  world  manifested  to  us 
in  the  world  of  experience  can  be  known ;  but  that  to  be 
known  it  must  be  known  by  some  higher  insight,  reason, 
or  the  nous.  Therefore  it  is  called  the  world  of  noumena, 
or  the  noumenal  world. 

Let  us  examine  the  reasons  that  lead  men  to  believe  in   The  sources 
the  existence  of    this  transcendent  world.     Why  cannot  °^  ^^^^^^^^^f- 
the  world  of  experience  be  interpreted  as  a  complete  world 
in  and  by  itself  ?     Why  does  it  need  some  other  world  to  The  ten- 
account  for  its  existence?     First  we  find  changes  taking  sear<fh*fora 
place  in  the  world  about  us,  and  we  always  look  for  the  principle  to 
explanation  of  these  changes  in  some  outside  entity  that  change, 
acts  upon  the  changing  objects.     Again,  if  we  look  upon 
our  world  as  having  had  a  beginning  in  time,  we  have  to 
ask  what  has  brought  it  into  being?    Then  a  third  diffi- 
culty was  felt  in  the  ancient  world,  a  difficulty  concerning 
change.     It  seemed  impossible  that  the  self-existent,  the 
true  world  of  being,  could  undergo  changes  as  does  our 
world,  because  ultimately  if  being  does  undergo  change, 
it  must  become  something  other  than  being.      It  must,  in 
short,  contradict  its  very  nature  and  pass  from  something 
into  nothing.     So  the  ancient  world  looked  upon  the  crea- 
tive   or  self-existent  world  (as  opposed  to  the  world  of 
change)  as  a  world  demanded  by  the  reason  in  order  to 
account  for  change  itself. 

In  modern  times  there  has  been  an  extension  of  this  The  same 
thought,  which  is,  however,  only  an  extension.     Science  jtappeimTn 
has  sought  to  analyze  the  different  objects  that  make  up  the  atomic 
the  world  into  more  fundamental    objects   called   atoms. 
Likewise  science  has  sought  to  reduce  their  various  activi- 
ties to  forms  of  atomic  motion.     Science  has  sought  for 
some  deeper  explanation  of  the  great  wealth  of  qualities 
in  the  world  about  us  and  the  many  changes  in   these 
qualities.     She  has  sought  for  an  explanation  of  all  these 
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in  a  great  worlil  of  atoms  willi  tluh'  (lilToieiit  laws  of  mo- 
tion. For  some  reason  she  has  found  this  to  be  the  only 
means  of  exphiining  the  world.  The  consequence  is  that 
we  have  no  longer  one  world  but  two  worlds,  for  nothing 
could  be  clearer  than  that  the  world  of  our  experience 
is  different  from  the  world  portrayed  in  our  atomic  system. 
Thus  the  world  we  perceive  has  been  looked  upon  as 
existing  simply  in  our  minds  or  for  our  minds  ;  whereas 
the  real  world  that  exists  without  us  is  the  world  of 
matter  and  its  motion. 
Such  doc-  But  even    this  doctrine  has  been  attacked.     For  what 

*"°^^d  t        ^^^y  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^®  ^^^  ^^  qualities,  that  they  exist  merely 
the  end  in   the  mind,   might  also  prove   true  even  of  atomic   or 

material  ^  purely  quantitative  properties.  Perhaps  they  likewise  are 
woridpureiy  but  the  way  in  which  things  appear  to  us,  not  the  tliings 
as  they  really  are.  Thus  we  find  among  some  thinkers 
the  belief  that  the  real  world  or  the  transcendent  world  is 
altogether  different  from  the  world  revealed  to  our  con- 
sciousness, and  that  the  material  w^orld  in  all  its  elements 
is  but  a  world  of  appearances.  The  true  world  is  perhaps 
unknowable  to  us ;  but  knowable  or  unknowable,  it  is 
very  different  from  the  world  of  appearance,  and  the 
world  of  appearance  is  made  up  simply  of  those  mental 
manifestations  in  us  which  are  caused  by  the  transcendent 
acting  upon  our  minds. 

It  is  quite  evident  that  this  doctrine  teaches  that  the 
mind  is  itself  a  part  of  the  transcendent  world.  The  mind 
is  acted  upon  by  the  transcendent  entities ;  and,  being  part 
of  the  means  by  which  the  world  of  appearance  has  exist- 
ence, it  is  not  to  be  disregarded  in  explaining  that  world. 
In  fact,  the  world  of  experience  has  two  sources  of  its 
existence,  and  both  sources  belong  of  course  to  the  tran- 
scendent world.  Part  of  the  phenomenal  world  is  the 
product  of  the  world  without  acting  upon  the  mind,  but 
part  is  also  the  product  of  the  mind  itself  reacting  upon 
these  influences  from  without. 
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We  may  then  roughly  say  that  two  reasons  have  led  Summary: 
thinkers  to  believe  in  a  transcendent  world.    First,  a  world  '^^^  *^°  , 

sources  of 

without  change,  or  better  a  world  of  substance,  is  needed  realism, 
to  explain  the  phenomenal  world  and  its  changes.     Sec- 
ond, an  examination  of  the  world  revealed  to  our  senses 
shows  that  it  is  very  different  from  the  true  world  outside 
of  the  mind  which  gives  rise  to  our  perceptions. 

The  thinkers  appealing  to  the  former  reason  tell  us  of  a  Criticism 
world  behind  the  world  of  phenomena  made  up  of  the  sub-  ***  ""eaiiain. 
stance,  or  the  creator  and  sustainer,  of  that  world.  These 
thinkers  we  have  already  answered ;  for  we  have  shown 
that  any  such  transcendent  substance  can  help  in  no  way 
to  explain  the  world.  All  that  we  have  said  in  defence  of 
singularism  and  against  pluralism,  and  all  that  was  main- 
tained in  the  chapters  on  cosmogony  relating  to  creation, 
might  now  be  brought  forward  as  proof  that  no  explana- 
tion of  the  phenomenal  world  needs  to  presuppose  the 
existence  of  a  transcendent  world.  It  is  true  that  a  change- 
less world  has  to  be  presupposed  in  our  explanation  of  the 
world  of  change ;  but  we  have  found  what  this  change- 
less world  really  is.  It  is  merely  a  world  of  abstractions. 
It  is  the  world  of  atoms  and  their  laws  of  motion.  It  is 
merely  the  abstract  world  of  law.  It  does  not  exist  as  an 
entity  behind  the  world,  but  it  is  only  a  system  of  laws 
formulated  by  our  minds  to  explain  or  interpret  the  con- 
crete or  real  world.  These  thinkers,  therefore,  have  sim- 
ply taken  the  abstract  laws  that  hold  of  reality  and  made 
of  them  a  concrete  world  existing  behind  reality.  Once 
more  we  come  upon  the  tendency  of  man  to  exaggerate 
abstractions  into  realities. 

The  second  group  of  believers  in  the  existence  of  a  tran- 
scendent world  are  far  more  subtle  and  are,  therefore,  harder 
to  answer.  The  world  in  which  we  live  and  move  and  have 
our  being,  according  to  them,  exists  only  in  our  minds.  It 
is  made  up  only  of  our  perceptions.  Therefore,  there  must 
be  a  world  beyond  that  gives  rise  to  these  perceptions. 
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Tliere  ;ire  two  ol)jeotii)ns  that  can  be  urged  against  this 
doctrine.  'I'he  fust  is  the  one  that  we  have  already  men- 
tioned. If  all  the  world  of  experience  be  made  up  only  of 
our  perceptions,  then  we  cannot  give  any  explanation  of  it 
except  in  terms  of  the  laws  governing  its  changes.  The 
substance  of  such  a  world  would  not  be  transcendent  any 
the  more  because  that  world  consisted  of  perceptions  than 
if  it  consisted  of  anything  else. 

The  second  objection  is  the  flat  denial  that  we  can, 
without  contradiction,  call  the  world  of  facts  a  world 
made  up  only  of  perceptions  in  our  own  minds.  This 
denial  is  supported  by  a  subtle  and  very  difficult  argu- 
ment. We  shall  attempt  to  give  it  in  the  following 
chapter,  but  for  the  time  being  we  shall  assume  it  so  far 
as  to  say  that  we  believe  that  this  doctrine  is  thoroughly 
self-contradictory. 

However,  we  do  not  have  to  depend  upon  these  fore- 
going arguments  if  we  want  to  prove  the  doctrine  of  ideal- 
II.  Idealism,  isni  and  disprove  that  of  realism.  Idealism  has  its  own 
defence,  and  one  that  seems  to  us  quite  conclusive. 

The  idealist's  defence  may  be  divided  into  two  chief 
arguments.  First,  he  shows  that  the  transcendent  world 
would  be  absolutely  unknowable,  and  that  the  absolutely  un- 
knowable cannot  be  distinguished  from  a  pure  zero  or  noth- 
ing whatsoever.  Second,  he  shows  that  if  the  transcendent 
world  is  unknowable,  we  can  predicate  nothing  of  it. 
Further,  not  only  can  we  not  predicate  anything  of  the 
transcendent,  but  we  cannot  even  apply  the  term  "  is  "  or 
"exists"  to  it,  for  this  would  involve  just  the  very  knowl- 
edge that  must  be  denied.  The  word  "exist"  has  two 
meanings,  and  neither  of  these  could  be  ascribed  to  the 
transcendent. 

The  transcendent  world  would  he  an  unknoivahle  world. 

The   only  means   by  which  we   can    know  is  our   mind ; 

Lacking  all    and  that  our  minds  may  know,  the  object  to  be  known  must 

***  ""^         be  revealed  to  us.     The  former  statement  is  self-evident, 
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and  the  latter  is  nearly  so.     Of   all  the  instances   that  which  to 
might  be  urged  as  cases  in  which  we  know  without  hav-  ^^^^  ^  ^ 

.  .  Knowledge 

mg  the  object  known  revealed  to  us,  perhaps  none  would  of  the  Xran- 
be   chosen  sooner  than  that  of  the  blind  man   knowing  eouidTot'^^ 
light.     Does  not  the  blind  man  know  light,  but  in  no  way  know  such  a 
perceive  it?     We  reply.     The  question  is  quite  ambigu-  ^^^^^' 
ous.     In  the  strict  sense  in  which  the  instance  would  be 
an  exception  to  idealism  he  does  not  know  light.    The  blind 
man  is  able  to  perceive  some  of  the  properties  of  light,  and 
these  alone  are  what  he  knows.    He  realizes,  however,  that 
through  it,  his  fellow-men  are  able  to  do  things  he  is  not  able 
to  do.     Further,  he  can  learn  the  physics  of  light,  but  after 
all  tliat  means  only  that  he  can  picture  to  himself  moving 
bodies,  and  these  no  doubt  in  the  form  of  touch-images. 
Again,  he  can  feel  the  warmth  of  the  sunlight.     Thus  in 
many  ways  he  can  perceive  facts  intimately  related  to  light 
and  can  palm  off  a  knowledge  of  them  as  a  knowledge  of 
light,  simply  because  in  uncritical  moments  we  mean  by  a 
knowledge  of  light  only  a  knowledge  of  those  complemen- 
tary facts.     But  of  light  itself  the  blind  man  has  no  knowl- 
edge whatever. 

But  sooner  or  later  the  whole  argument  must  come 
down  to  the  question:  Whether  or  not  we  can  know  with- 
out having  in  our  mind  some  idea  of  that  which  we  do 
know.  Evidently  to  make  predication  of  any  subject  we 
must  have  a  subject,  and  this  is  saying,  only  in  another 
way,  that  our  subject  must  have  some  positive  content  or 
representable  value  to  our  minds.  To  use  as  a  subject 
that  which  our  minds  could  in  no  way  picture,  would  be  to 
have  not  merely  an  x  for  a  subject,  but  not  even  that.  If 
we  let  X  at  any  time  be  the  subject  of  a  proposition,  we  do 
have  some  faint  idea,  at  least,  what  x  stands  for.  It  may 
be  a  number,  or  some  object  more  or  less  like  other  objects. 
But  a  wholly  transcendent  object  can  have  a  possible 
representation  in  our  minds  only  as  we  are  able  to  con- 
struct such  out  of  the  data  of  sense.     As  long  as  the  tran- 
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Two  mean- 
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scendent  is  hold  to  be  a  world  more  or  less  like  the 
world  of  experience,  we  are  able  to  picture  it,  at  least,  to 
some  extent.  But  if  the  transcendent  is  in  any  way  like 
the  world  of  experience,  we  can  in  so  far  experience  it ;  but 
this  would  be  contrary  to  our  hypothesis.  Our  hypothesis 
forces  us  to  hold  that  the  transcendent  is  quite  other  than 
the  phenomenal  world,  and,  therefore,  we  have  no  data 
whatever  whence  we  can  construct  a  mental  representa- 
tion of  it.  Consequently,  we  can  know  nothing  of  it,  and 
we  lack  entirely  not  only  information,  but  even  a  subject 
of  which  to  assert  a  predicate.  The  transcendent  is  abso- 
lutely unknowable. 

Now  further,  the  absolutely  unknowable  lacks  all  means 
by  which  we  can  distinguish  it  from  nothing,  or  a  j^ure 
zero.  Ordinarily  you  and  I  can  distinguish  any  two  things 
that  look  differently,  feel  differently,  and  so  on  ;  but  in  our 
supposed  case  we  have  absolutely  no  mark  of  distinction. 
The  pure  zero,  or  nothing,  lacks  every  mark  and  so  does 
the  unknowable.  One  is  nothing  whatever,  the  other  is 
something,  yet  a  something  that  our  mind  can  in  no  way 
represent,  in  no  way  deal  with.  Hence,  when  it  comes  to 
distinguishing  it  from  nothing,  we  find  ourselves  wholly  at 
a  loss  to  do  so.  But  what  shall  we  say  of  something  that 
cannot  be  distinguished  from  nothing?  All  we  can  say 
is,  that  it  is  sheer  nonsense.  We  are  talking  about  some- 
thing infinitely  more  absurd  than  the  people  and  doings  of 
fairy-land.  They  at  least  can  in  some  way  be  pictured, 
and  we  have  at  least  some  idea  about  what  we  are  talking. 
But  in  the  case  of  the  transcendent,  we  talk  of  that  of 
which  we  know  nothing. 

We  cannot  predicate  even  existence  of  the  transcendent. 
But  though  we  cannot  predicate  of  a  subjectless  propo- 
sition any  quality  or  relation,  can  we  not  predicate  even 
of  an  unknowable  x  existence?     We  cannot. 

There  are  two  possible  meanings  of  the  term  "exist." 
This  or  that  exists  when  amid  the  facts  of  the  world  we 
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can  find  something  to  which  our  description,  i.e.  the  "  this  " 
or  "  that,"  applies.  Csesar  exists,  if  we  can  find  facts  to 
which  we  can  apply  the  term  "  Csesar,"  that  is,  to  which  we 
can  ascribe  the  intension  of  the  term.  We  can  predicate 
existence  of  any  object  whose  description  fits  the  facts ; 
or,  in  other  words,  we  mean  there  are  such  things  as  our 
statements  describe.  The  other  meaning  of  the  term  is 
but  the  same  looked  at  from  a  different  point  of  view. 
We  mean  by  existence  the  factual,  that  is,  whatever  mani- 
fests itself  to  our  minds.  A  fact,  or  whatever  stands  the 
test  of  a  possible  experience,  exists. 

Now  clearly  the    transcendent  is  not  such.     Granting 
that  we  could  predicate  of   it   existence,  it  lacks  all  for 
which  the  term  "existence"  stands.     It  does  not  manifest  Neither  is 
itself  to  our  senses.     But  you  say,  by  existence  as  applied  ^^rojicabie 
to  the  transcendent  I  do  not  mean  what  is  merely  appli-  Xrau- 
cable  to  the  world  of  experience.     Then,  we  reply,  you  ^^^^  ^"'' 
either  mean  what  is  applicable  to  the  world  of  experience 
or  what  is  not.     If  it  be  applicable,  then  we  must  hold  the 
transcendent  down  to  the  same  requirements  as  we  do  the 
facts,  before  we  can  ascribe  any  such  term  to  it.     If  it  be 
not  applicable  to  the  facts,  then,  as  we  have  shown,  it  con- 
notes a  state  of  affairs  for  which  we  can  have  no  mental 
representation,  either  of  the  whole  or  of  the  elements  from 
which  it  has  been  constructed.     In  that  case  we  predicate 
we  know  not  what.     In  short,  we  talk  nonsense. 

Thus  the  transcendent  world  is  not  only  unknowable, 
but  also  unthinkable.  It  is  a  pure  nothing.  To  say  of  it 
even  that  it  exists  is  to  talk  nonsense.  There  is  no  tran- 
scendent world.  Reality  and  the  world  of  facts  are  synony- 
mous. There  are  not  two  worlds,  there  is  but  the  one 
world :  the  Given,  or  the  world  apprehended  by  our  minds, 
the  world  of  experience. 
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Idealism,  we  have  seen,  declares  that  the  Given  is  the 
sum-total  of  reality,  that  to  assert  a  reality  beyond  the 
Given  is  to  posit  an  absolute  zero.  If  we  are  to  assert 
the  existence  of  such  an  entity,  it  must  be  upon  the  basis 
of  some  evidence.  Now  no  matter  what  tliis  evidence 
may  be,  it  must  be  part  of  the  Given,  It  must  be  a  fact 
to  which  we  can  appeal  as  evidence.  If,  then,  on  the  basis 
of  such  a  fact  we  assert  the  existence  of  the  transcendent, 
we  are  doing  nothing  more  than  interpreting  the  fact,  or, 
if  more,  committing  the  fallacy  of  non  sequitur.  If  we 
keep  within  the  bounds  of  evidence,  we  are  simply  inter- 
preting the  fact  in  question,  it  may  be,  of  course,  by  other 
facts  within  possible  reach,  that  is,  by  those  which  can  be- 
come facts  for  us.  We  are  asserting  nothing  more  than 
the  Given,  or  nothing  that  cannot  be  referred  to  it.  If 
we  go  beyond  the  Given,  however,  and  mean  by  the  tran- 
scendent something  not  given,  where  then  is  our  evidence  ? 
We  go  beyond  our  premises,  and  the  only  escape  from 
committing  the  fallacy  of  non  sequitur  is  to  produce  at 
least  some  new  evidence.  But  what  can  this  new  evi- 
dence in  turn  be  but  facts?  In  short,  for  our  assertions 
we  must  have  evidence,  and  the  only  ultimate  evidence  is 
facts ;  therefore  all  our  assertions  are  but  interpretations 
of  our  evidence,  and  any  transcending  of  our  evidence  is 
but  to  wander  beyond  the  reach  of  all  possible  knowl- 
edge,  because    beyond   the   reach   of    all   possible   proof. 

1  The  contents  of  this  chapter  are  taken  from  my  Syllabus  of  an  Intro- 
duction to  Philosophy. 
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Further,  examination  shows  that  to  assert  what  is  beyond 
all  possible  proof  is  to  talk  nonsense ;  and  this  is  exactly 
what  the  idealist  accuses  the  realist  of  doing. 

The  first  question  that  arises  after  once  adopting  ideal  -  This 
ism,  is:  What  is  the  Given?    Can  we  give  any  positive  gi'^^nted- our 

.     „  .  ,  .  o  J    L-  question  be- 

intormation  about  it  as  a  whole  ?     Does  our  definition  of  comes, 
it  tell  us  what  it  is,  or  only  what  it  is  not  ?     Still  other-  J^'luanent,^ 
wise  expressed:   Is  the  Given  as  a  whole  determinate  or  or  the 
indeterminate?    At  the  present  day  this  question  seems  to  answers: 
be  answered  in  both  ways.     Some  philosophers  hold  that 
the  Given  is  determinate ;  others  protest  earnestly  against 
this  view,  holding  the  Given  to  be  indeterminate. 

If  we  grant  that  the  Given  is  determinate,  how  shall  we   (a)  The 
describe  it ?     The  various  answers  to  this  question  run :  ^Jrmhiate^' 
The  Given  is  thought,  is  sentience,  is  consciousness. 

Now  upon  examination  we  can  narrow  this  determina-  The 
tion  of  the  Given  considerably.  Strictly  speaking,  we  ^|^^°'^  g„Q|. 
must  hold  that  the  ultimate  fact  is  not  consciousness  in  conscious- 
general,  but  present  consciousness,  and  then  again  not  the 
consciousness  of  anybody,  but  "  m?/  own  present  conscious- 
ness.'''' That  is,  whenever  we  seek  for  the  facts  upon 
which  any  judgment  ultimately  rests,  we  find  that  these 
facts  are  always  elements  in  "  my  own  present  conscious- 
ness.'''' If  we  accept  as  proof  the  consciousness  of  others, 
we  meet  with  the  difficulty  that  this  consciousness  is  never 
directly  known  by  us,  but  is  obtained  through  inference. 
Thus  when  a  man  born  blind  tells  me  about  colors,  but  I 
am  unaware  that  the  man  is  blind,  I  can  be  entirely  de- 
ceived as  to  what  his  real  consciousness  is  ;  for  the  words  he 
uses  may  in  no  way  betray  the  limitations  of  his  percep- 
tion. Now  what  is  true  here  in  an  extreme  case,  is  true 
in  all  cases.  We  are  never  sure,  but  are  always  obliged  to 
infer,  what  are  the  facts  as  revealed  to  another  mind;  and 
we  are  always  obliged  to  fall  back  on  facts  known  directly 
by  us  to  prove  these  inferences.  Proof  is  then  limited 
to  the  facts  of  "my  own  consciousness." 
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But  is  this  ;vU  ?  Van  "I"  use  "my"  whole  conscious 
life  iis  the  ultinuite  fact  upon  which  all  proof  is  to  be 
bi\so(l?  How  about  "my"  past  states  of  consciousness? 
They  once  were,  but  now  exist  no  longer.  Nothing  that 
we  can  do  will  bring  back  the  identical  states  themselves. 
They  are  given  only  through  memory,  that  is,  in  "my" 
present  consciousness.  In  short,  the  past  is  known  to  me 
always  in  the  present,  never  in  the  past.  If  memory,  or 
our  present  consciousness,  tells  us  about  the  past,  the  past 
is  for  us  no  longer  fact,  it  is  an  inference,  and  us  such 
needs  proof.  We  trust  our  memories,  but  also  often  dis- 
trust them.  Clearly,  then,  we  sometimes  recognize  in 
practice  the  need  of  even  more  proof  than  merely  the  fact 
of  remembering. 

But  in  what  can  this  further  proof  consist?  It  cannot 
consist  of  past  consciousness,  for  the  existence  of  this  as 
we  find  needs  itself  proof.  It  cannot  consist  in  future 
consciousness,  for  this  is  not  yet  within  reach  and  there- 
fore cannot  be  used.  It  must  be  present  consciousness. 
Present  consciousness  gives  us  facts,  and  on  the  basis  of 
these  all  assertions  about  the  past  and  future,  as  well  as 
the  present,  must  rest.  Therefore  all  appeal  to  ultimate 
proof  must  be  to  facts  given  in  present  consciousness,  and 
not  only  to  present  consciousness,  but  to  '■'•my  ^'present  con- 
sciousness. The  Griven,  therefore.,  if  it  he  determinate.,  must 
be  found  within  the  four  walls  of  "  my  present  conscious- 
ness.'''' ^ 

Opposed  to  the  view  that  we  are  able  to  determine  what 
the  Given  is,  stands  the  doctrine  that  the  Given  is  indeter- 

1  This  type  of  idealism  is  easily  reached  by  followers  of  Locke,  Berkeley, 
and  Hume.  It  has  been  called  by  some  Conscientialism.  In  Germany, 
as  represented  by  Schuppe  and  others,  it  is  called  by  them  Immanent 
Philosophy.  The  word  "  Immanent"  is  used  in  opposition  to  transcend- 
ent, or  realistic.  The  Neo-Hegelian  and  Neo-Kantian  idealism  tends 
strongly  to  regard  the  Given  as  determinate,  experience  or  sentience  being 
the  name  by  which  it  is  called.  Cf.  Bradley,  Appearance  and  Reality, 
Chapters  XIII  and  XIV. 
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ininate.^     The  only  way  in  which  we  can  determine  the   (6)  TJie 
Given  as  a  whole  is  to  find  some  relations  or  uniformities    *^^^^"  ^ 
universally  present  in  the  Given,  and  determine  the  Given   nate. 
as  a  whole  by  positing  this  uniformity,  or  law,  of  it. 

But  let  us  consider  the  arguments  more  at  length.  We 
have  found  that  the  Given  means  the  sum-total  of  the 
facts,  or,  as  sometimes  expressed,  everything  within  the 
bounds  of  a  possible  experience.  Our  question  will  then 
run  :   Can  we  tell  what  this  sum-total  of  the  facts  is  ? 

Now  the  idealist  has  already  told  us  that  there  is  no  Fourpos- 

reality  beyond  the  Given,  that  the  Given  and  Reality  are  ^'^^^  TT' 

-^  iiigs  of  the 

synonymous.    Hence  this  same  question  asks  :  Can  we  tell   question, 

what  the  sum-total  of  reality  is  ?    Here,  of  course,  it  would   tuLsof  '^ 

be  fatal  to  the   argument  to  forget   that   the  expression,  that?" 

"•  What  is  this  thing  ?  "  may  have  more  than  one  meaning. 

Let  us  then  first  see  what  we  mean  or  may  mean  by  the 

question. 

When  we  ask  what  a  thing  is,  we  generally  mean  what 
are  its  conferentife  and  differentiae.  We  wish  to  learn  the 
proximum  genus  and  the  characteristics  that  differentiate 
the  object  in  question  from  other  species  of  the  same  genus. 
Thus,  when  Ave  inquire  what  is  a  mammalian,  we  might 
get  the  answer,  a  mammalian  is  a  vertebrate  (proximum 
genus')  that  gives  suck  to  its  young  (differentia).  This  is 
the  general  meaning  of  the  question,  "  What  is  this 
thing  ?  "  H  we  desire  a  more  elaborate  description  than 
a  definition  gives,  this  description  need  not  do  more  than 
follow  the  same  lines  as  the  definition. 

But  our  question  might  not  mean  this.  We  might  feel 
that  we  had  answered  the  inquiry  by  telling  of  some  law 
or  relation  present  throughout  the  class  or  obtaining  uni- 
versally between  the  class  or  object  and  other  classes  or 
objects.  Thus  I  might  interpret  thunder  by  telling  how  it 
always  follows  lightning.    I  might  describe  water  by  giving 

1  Cf.  Miinsterberg,  Psycliology  and  Life,  pp.  12-14,  and  Die  Giltigkeit 
unserer  Erkenntniss,  u.  s.  w.,  Part  I. 
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its  l)oilin>4-pi)int.  1  might  tell  what  is  the  organic  woihl 
by  referring  to  its  dependence  upon  the  inorganic  world 
for  its  sustenance. 

A  third  possible  interpretation  of  the  question,  What 
is  this  thing?  asks  us  to  give  some  universal  attribute  of 
the  thing,  an  attribute  that  does  not  include  all  its  attri- 
butes, but  one  that  is  at  least  not  possessed  by  any  other 
object.  Thus  the  power  of  voluntary  action  may  be  pos- 
sessed by  all  animals  of  certain  classes.  A  certain  custom 
may  be  universally  and  peculiarly  practised  by  but  one 
race  or  tribe  of  men.  The  building  of  a  certain  descri[> 
tion  of  nest  may  be  done  by  but  one  species  of  birds. 
Certain  chemical  combinations  may  be  good  conductors  of 
electricity.  Strictly  speaking,  in  this  third  possible  inter- 
pretation, we  are  giving  a  sort  of  differentia  ;  but  we  need 
not  give  the  genus  proximum  and  we  need  give  only  that 
which  in  part  differentiates  the  object  or  class  from  all 
others. 

A  fourth  possible  meaning  would  imply  that  we  ask 
merely  for  some  information  concerning  the  object  and  not 
necessarily  for  any  that  differentiates  the  object  from  all 
others.  Thus,  if  I  ask.  Who  was  Andrew  Jackson?  the 
question  may  be  answered  by  saying  that  he  was  a  presi- 
dent of  the  United  States.  What  is  a  bacillus  ?  A 
species  of  bacteria. 

We  are  now  prepared  to  ask  in  which  of  these  possible 
meanings  is  the  question,  What  is  the  Given?  intended 

Adopting       to  be  taken. 

the  first  -pjjg  idealist  that  holds  the  Given  to  be  indeterminate 

meaning,  we 

can  find  no  takes  the  question  in  the  first  sense,  that  is,  he  sees  in  the 

genus  Dor^  problem  the  question :  What  is   the  proximum  genus  and 

differentiae  the    differentia   of   the   Given?     Further,  he   accuses   the 

Given.    It  Other  idealists  of  taking  the  question  in  the  same  meaning, 

iathe  If  the  Other  idealists  do  hold  this  view,  the  indeterminist 

concept.  certainly  has  the  better  of  the  argument.     If  the  Given 
equal  the  sum-total  of  reality,  how  possibly  are  we  to  get 
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a  still  higher  genus  ?  The  onl}^  way  we  could  do  so  would 
be  to  adopt  the  categories  of  the  Stoics,  i.e.  divide  to  tC 
(anything  whatever)  into  the  ro  fit}  6v  and  the  to  6v  (not 
Being  and  Being).  In  this  way  we  could  speak  of  the  Given 
as  a  species  of  the  "  anything  "  and  differentiate  it  from 
the  "  non-being  "  or  the  "  non-existent."  In  either  case 
the  Given  and  Being  are  synonymous,  and  the  only  thing 
from  which  we  can  differentiate  Being  is  the  non-existent. 

In  calling  the  Given  consciousness,  the  other  idealists 
dare  not  mean  by  such  a  term  more  than  Being.  If  they 
mean  more,  they  are  contradicting  their  own  premises, 
which  make  the  Given  the  summum  genus  of  existence, 
and  which,  therefore,  deny  it  to  be  a  species  of  a  higher 
genus.  Secondly,  in  applying  the  word  "  consciousness  " 
to  the  Given  they  take  all  the  ordinary  meaning  from  the 
word  "  consciousness  "  and  make  it  synonymous  with  "  Be- 
ing in  general."  Thus  any  attempt  to  determine  the  Given, 
meaning  by  "determining,"  to  give  the  proximum  genus 
and  differentiae,  is  meaningless,  for  either  it  leads  to  a  con- 
tradiction or  it  takes  away  all  meaning  except  "  Being  in 
general "  from  the  term  employed. 

Then,  again,  if  the  Given  be  the  summum  genus.,  its 
extension  is  infinite,  that  is,  all  reality  comes  under  it  as  a 
concept.  But  we  find  that  as  the  extension  of  a  concept 
increases,  its  intension  decreases.  Now  the  extension  of 
the  summum  genus  is  infinite,  its  intension  is  therefore 
zero.  But  when  we  assert  of  anything  a  concept  without 
intension,  we  are  asserting  nothing.  In  short,  our  asser- 
tion is  a  truism.  The  determinate  idealist  is  loudly  pro- 
claimincf  what  at  first  seems  much  information,  but  when 
examined  proves  to  be  mere  truism.  When  he  calls  the 
Given  consciousness,  or  experience,  he  is  taking  from  the 
term  all  intension,  and  therefore  all  positive  meaning,  and 
transforming  the  word  into  a  highest  concept.  This  he 
seems  to  do  quite  unconsciously,  because  he  keeps  talking 
as    though  he  were   giving  some    information   about   the 
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Still  in  one 
sense  both 
must  ajjree. 
All  deter- 
mination is 
a  determina- 
tion of  the 
Given ;  or, 
the  Given  is 
the  subject 
of  all  predi- 
cation. 


Given.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  liis  terminology  is 
woi^se  than  meaningless.  Worse,  because  it  has  the  appear- 
ance of  having  intension,  whereas  every  particle  of  such 
intension  has  been  surreptitiously  removed.  Therefore,  if 
we  mean  this  by  the  determination  of  the  Given,  our  posi- 
tion is  untenable.     It  is  worse  ;  it  is  absurd. 

However,  if  the  other  party  mean  by  the  determination 
of  the  Given  one  of  the  remaining  interpretations  of  the 
question:  What  is  the  Given  ?  then  this  difficulty  is  avoided. 
The  determination  of  the  Given  as  a  whole  may  in  that 
case  mean  :  Give  some  universal  law,  or  uniformity,  obtain- 
ing throughout  all  existence. 

If  we  take  the  question  in  the  third  sense,  we  should 
then  seek  for  some  universal  attribute  of  reality.  One 
such  universal  attribute  is  time.  That  is,  the  determi- 
nation of  the  Given  might  mean  that  we  regard  all  reality 
as  having  time  duration,  and  that  non-duration  would 
mean   non-reality. 

Both  parties  would  agree  that  all  determination  is  a 
determination  of  the  Given,  and  only  of  the  Given.  As 
we  shall  now  proceed  to  show,  the  Given  is  the  Subject  of 
all  Predication.  1 

This  statement,  of  course,  does  not  mean  that  our  sen- 
tences will  grammatically  have  the  Given  as  their  subject. 
Such  a  proposition  is,  of  course,  absurd.     It  means,  how- 

1  This  statement  seems  at  first  to  have  to  undergo  some  modification  if 
we  adopt  the  Stoic  classification  as  above  given.  In  that  case,  "non- 
Being  "  may  be  the  subject  of  predication,  but,  of  course,  only  of  negation ; 
but  an  absolute  negation  is  no  predication  at  all.  A  negation,  as  such, 
contains  a  positive  element,  is  therefore  an  interpretation  of  Being. 
Aristotle  defined  substance  as  that  which  neither  is  predicated  of  a  subject 
nor  is  in  a  subject.  His  definition  can  be  applied  correctly  to  the  Given. 
The  development  of  the  Aristotelian  doctrine  of  substance  to  its  logical 
end  in  Spinoza  but  shows  this  more  clearly.  Spinoza's  doctrine  of  sub- 
stance and  its  unity  tells  us  when  analyzed  little  more  than  that  substance 
is  the  subject  of  all  predication,  or  otherwise  expressed,  reality  as  a  whole 
is  the  subject  of  all  predication.  If  this  be  true,  and  if  the  Given  equal  the 
sum-total  of  Beality,  then  the  Given  is  this  Universal  Subject. 
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ever,  that  every  judgment  or  statement  is  either  true  or 
false.  A  judgment  is  true  when  it  agrees  with  reality, 
when  it  interprets  reality  correctly.  It  is  false  when  it 
fails  to  do  so.  Therefore  if  predication  be  true  or  false,  it 
must  be  so  because  of  its  claim  to  be  an  interpretation  of 
reality.  The  Given  is  the  reality  which  is  being  inter- 
preted, and  it  is  all  that  we  can  interpret.  The  nonentity 
of  the  realistic  transcendent  world  was  shown  in  our  inabil- 
ity to  interpret  it  or  to  say  anything  about  it.  But  we 
have  to  limit  our  proposition  on  its  other  side.  All  inter- 
pretation is  of  the  Given  as  a  whole.  To  interpret  a  part 
is  but  an  interpretation  of  the  whole.  The  interpretation 
of  the  part  out  of  all  relation  to  the  whole  would  be  to 
contradict  ourselves.  If  we  forget  that  it  is  a  part,  we 
misrepresent  it.  If  we  interpret  it  as  a  part,  we  are  inter- 
preting it  as  a  part  of  the  whole.  In  a  word,  we  are  in- 
terpreting the  whole  in  part.  The  idealist  then  finds  in 
the  Given  the  subject  of  predication,  and  he  declares  that 
the  subject  is  involved  as  a  whole  in  all  predication.  We 
can  then  assert  as  a  principle,  that  if  there  be  knowledge 
or  predication,  the  Given  or  reality  is  known. ^ 

1  The  popular  doctrine  of  recent  decades,  called  Agnosticism,  is  an 
absurdity  if  it  mean  that  knowledge  fails  to  interpret  ultimate  (!)  reality, 
or  again,  that  any  sensible  question  can  be  asked  of  reality  and  not  admit 
of  a  conceivable  answer.  But  agnosticism,  as  a  rule,  means  one  of  two 
doctrines.  It  may  mean  that  all  knowledge  is  relative,  and  that  therefore 
any  knowledge  of  reality  except  of  its  relations  is  impossible.  Of  course 
this  is  true.  "What  other  knowledge  could  we  possibly  want  ?  To  know 
is  to  relate.  But  the  objects  that  we  relate  are  real.  Direct  apprehension 
gives  us  facts,  and  facts  are  reality.  Hence  all  that  we  could  desire  to  do 
is  to  know  or  relate  the  facts  to  one  another.  In  this  case  reality  is  not 
some  hidden  mysterious  absolute.  If  the  agnostic  means  that  we  can 
never  complete  the  work  of  knowledge,  that  her  task  is  infinite,  then, 
of  course,  he  is  right.  But  why  should  he  then  call  his  doctrine  agnos- 
ticism ?     We  do  know  reality  in  part. 

Secondly,  agnosticism  may  mean  to  tell  us  that  there  is  a  transcendent 
world,  and  that  such  a  world  must  be  unknowable.  If  the  idealist  is  in  the 
right,  he  has  delivered  us  from  this  form  of  agnosticism  by  showing  us 
that  the  transcendent  world  is  a  nonentity. 
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We  have  learned  that  the  world  which  the  mind  inter- 
prets must  be  given  it  as  a  datum,  and  that  the  mind  must 
be  granted  those  ultimate  presuppositions  about  this  given 
world  which  make  up  its  premises,  for  without  them  its 
work  of  interpretation  would  be  impossible.  We  have 
thus  far  considered  each  of  these  truths,  but  we  have  not 
asked  ourselves  what  these  ultimate  presuppositions  are. 

We  called  them  the  principles  of  reality  or  the  a  priori 
premises  of  every  interpretation  of  reality.  What  are  they, 
and  how  can  they  be  discovered  ? 

The  method  of  discovery  is  simple  enough  to  state.  No 
matter  what  we  say  or  affirm,  we  always  involve  ourselves 
in  an  indefinite  number  of  implications.  Thus,  should  we 
in  walking  through  a  field  find  a  big  bone  lying  on  the 
turf,  and  should  we  remark  that  it  is  the  thigh-bone  of  a 
cow,  would  not  many  truths  quite  foreign  to  our  thoughts 
be  at  once  implied  in  our  proposition  ?  If  it  is  the  thigh- 
bone of  a  cow,  there  once  existed  the  actual  living  cow, 
and  this  bone  was  once  part  of  that  living  organism. 
Once  it  was  supplied  with  muscles  and  arteries  that  fed  it 
and  its  muscles.  Once  it  was  united  to  other  bones. 
Once  this  bone  was  much  smaller  when  the  cow  was  but 
the  calf  ;  and  before  that,  it  went  through  a  given  embryo- 
logical  development.  So  on  and  on  we  might  ravel  out  of 
the  one  statement  all  the  implicated  truths,  that  is,  all  that 
the  author  of  the  statement  would  hold  true  of  a  cow's 
thigh-bone.  But  over  and  above  these  general  truths  that 
are  given  us  by  science  and  by  everyday  knowledge,  and 
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that  are  liable  to  be  in  one  way  or  another  implied  in  almost 
everything  that  we  say,  there  are  other  truths  of  even 
wider,  of  even  universal  implication.  Clearly  the  state- 
ment, "  This  is  the  thigh-bone  of  a  cow,"  involves  very 
different  implications  from  those  involved  by  the  state- 
ment, "  There  yonder  is  a  thistle,"  or  "  I  believe  it  will 
rain  this  afternoon."  But  these  or  any  other  propositions 
involve  alike  the  most  general  of  all  implications,  such, 
for  instance,  as  we  are  taught  in  the  rules  of  logic.  You 
will  remember  how  in  the  square  of  opposition  we  were 
taught  that  if  any  one  grants  A  (the  universal  affirma- 
tive), he  at  once  implies  something  about  the  other  three 
types  of  proposition,  E,  I,  and  O  (the  universal  negative 
and  the  particular  affirmative  and  negative).  Thus  if  A 
is  true,  E  is  false  and  also  O,  whereas  I  must  be  true.  If 
A  is  false,  O  must  be  true,  and  so  on. 

Here,  then,  we  seem  to  have  two  quite  different  sets  of  Siu-h  auaiy- 
implications.     There  were  first  what  might  be  called  the   vcaUhe^^" 
material  implications  of  our  statement.     That  is,  we  ac-  material  as 
cepted  to  begin  with  certain  truths  about  all  thigh-bones  uiereiy  for- 
of  cows ;  and  whenever  we  called  any  object  a  thigh-bone,   ""if  impi'- 
we  at  once  implied  in  our  statement  the  many  other  truths 
making  up  our  general  information.     Then,  secondly,  there 
were  the  formal  implications.     These  in  no  way  had  to  do, 
as  did  the  others,  with  our  special  proposition  or  the  spe- 
cial information  we  actually  had  about  thigh-bones.     They 
were  those  general  truths  about  propositions  which  hold  of 
them   irrespective  of   their   contents.     In   fact,  we    have 
already  mentioned  them  and  called  them  the  principles  of 
knowledge.     They  are  the  principles  of  identity,  contra- 
diction, and  excluded  middle. 

These  principles  have  to  be  admitted  by  all,  or  reasoning 
would  be  impossible.  In  fact,  to  know  means  simply  to 
interpret  in  accordance  with  these  principles.  But  as  we 
have  learned  in  our  controversy  with  empiricism,  besides 
the  mere  formal  principles  of  logic  there  are  other  princi- 
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plos,  that  is,  there  are  material  implications  of  knowledge. 
In  short,  in  all  our  statements  about  the  world  there  are 
besides  the  particular  material  implications,  wliich  of  course 
differ  from  one  proposition  to  the  other  as  their  subject- 
matter  changes,  universal  material  implications.  They  are 
universal,  because  no  matter  what  our  proposition  may  be, 
it  will  always  involve  these  as  its  ultimate  implications 
along-  with  the  purely  formal  or  logical  principles.  These 
material  principles  are  not  merely  rules  knowledge  has  to 
obey  in  order  to  be  logical,  but  they  make  up  certain 
truths  about  the  world  that  our  knowledge  is  interpreting. 
Just  as  when  I  call  an  object  a  thigh-bone  of  a  cow,  I  im- 
ply that  a  cow  once  existed  to  whom  this  bone  belonged  ;  so 
when  we  make  any  judgment  about  any  object,  we  imply 
that  certain  ultimate  truths  must  hold  of  that  object: 
otherwise  we  should  not  be  able  to  interpret  it  at  all. 
Now  these  ultimate  truths  are  truths  about  reality,  or  the 
world  in  general ;  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  they  hold  of 
any  conceivable  object  of  our  knowledge,  which  in  turn 
means  of  any  fact.  They  are  universally  true.  They  are 
a  priori  truths,  whereas  most  other  truths  not  thus  ulti- 
mately implied  are  called  a  posteriori. 

With  this  general  information  about  the  principles  of 
reality  in  mind,  we  can  clearly  see  that  the  only  means  by 
which  to  discover  just  what  they  are,  or  what  is  their 
content,  is  for  us  to  analyze  our  knowledge,  and  by  this 
process  of  reflection  to  discover  just  what  implications  are 
involved  therein.  When  we  have  found  propositions  that 
must  be  implied,  that  must  be  granted  us  as  premises  or 
otherwise  a  knowledge  of  reality  would  be  impossible ; 
then  we  shall  know  that  we  have  discovered  the  objects 
of  our  search.  Of  course  no  end  of  errors  may  be  made  by 
any  one  searching  for  these  principles.  Often  we  find 
propositions  that  seem  to  be  implied,  but  really  are  not,  or 
again  we  may  find  genuine  implications  that  seem  to  be 
ultimate,  but  are  not. 
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In    our  aiguraent   against   empiricism  we  have  clearly   (a)  The 
seen  that  any  interpretation  of  the  world  presupposes  the  cli^aSon^^ 
law  of  causation  ^  as  one  of  its  premises.     The  whole  in-  it  is  a 
terest  that  we  have  in  gaining  knowledge  is  that  what  we  il^pUcSn 
know  of  an  object  will  always  continue  to  hold  true  of  it.   o^  ^^^ 
If  heat  melts  ice  to-day,  and    to-morrow  under  the  very 
same  conditions  fails  to  do  so,  then  what  good  would  it 
be  to  us  to  know  that  heat  melts  ice  ?     Clearly  one  of  the 
very  things  we   claim  of  our  knowledge  is  that  it  holds 
good  from  minute  to  minute,  from  day  to  day,  and  even 
from  eternity  to  eternity.     Once  true  always  true,  is  the 
motto  of  knowledge.     Surely  if  it  were  not  so,  every  sci- 
entific text-book  and  treatise  would  have  to  be  rewritten 
not  merely  day  by  day,  but  minute  by  minute. 

Moreover,  there  would  be  a  further  difficulty  equally 
able  to  annihilate  the  possibility  of  knowledge.  How 
should  we  dare  say  even  that  "  heat  no2v  melts  ice "  ? 
Besides  the  heat  there  are  now  an  indefinite  number  of 
other  events  existing  in  nature  along  with  the  melting  ice. 
But  you  say:  We  have  been  able  gradually  to  eliminate 
these  other  happenings,  and  we  find  that  their  absence  in 
no  way  affects  the  ice ;  hence  we  have  concluded  that  the 
heat  and  the  melting  are  causally  connected.  Very  well, 
but  have  you  done  all  this  in  one  moment  of  time,  or  did 
5'^ou  not  have  to  make  a  number  of  observations  or  experi- 
ments? Clearly,  one  instance  could  not  prove  it;  just 
because  the  one  instance  presents  all  sorts  of  other  coex- 
isting events  and  gives  you  no  more  than  the  problem 
itself.  You  have  to  search  for  other  instances  that  differ 
in  some  important  way  from  the  first.  Only  then  can  you 
tell  whether  or  not  the  heat  played  the  part  suggested. 
Look,  then,  at  your  petitio  principii  !  Unless  your  law  of 
causation  holds  from  moment  to  moment,  what  possible 
bearing  can  instance  number  two  have  on  instance  number 
one  ?     Even  though  the  events  coexisting  with  the  second 

1  It  may  also  be  called  the  Principle  of  Sufficient  Reason. 
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melting  be  clilTerenl  In^in  tliose  coexisting  with  the  first 
except  in  the  one  respect,  (lie  presence  of  heat,  what  has 
tliat  in  any  way  to  do  with  the  question  ?  Perliaps  any 
one  of  these  other  accompanying  events  has  now  become 
the  cause ;  and  though  lieat  is  present,  it  may  be  quite 
superfluous.  Perhaps  the  causal  law  for  which  you  search 
changes  with  every  instance,  and  perhaps  you  are  then  but 
trying  to  find  a  fairy  that  at  each  instant  changes  her  form 
and  the  form  of  all  her  surroundings. 

Therefore,  if  you  do  not  grant  knowledge  the  law  of  causa- 
tion or  the  principle  that,  under  the  same  conditions,  the 
same  event  always  happens  ;  not  only  would  all  knowledge 
having  any  validity  for  events  yet  to  come  be  impossible, 
but  even  a  knowledge  of  the  present  instant  would  be 
quite  out  of  the  question.  Knowing  the  world  is  an  ab- 
surdity, unless  the  world  be  governed  by  the  law  of  causa- 
tion. That  doubted,  knowledge  is  impossible,  and  we 
become  absolute  skeptics. 

But  it  is  not  enough  that  we  grant  knowledge  the  law 
of  causation  as  one  of  her  premises.  This  law  itself  would 
be  a  quite  useless  piece  of  information  about  the  world 
unless  the  world  were  of  such  a  character  that  the  law 
could  be  actually  applied.  We  must  suppose  also  that 
the  same  conditions  actually  repeat  themselves  now  and 
then,  otherwise,  what  possible  good  would  it  be  to  us  to 
know  the  causal  law?  It  might  be  forever  true  that  given 
a,  b  will  follow  ;  but  if  a  never  repeats  itself,  we  are  no  better 
off  than  we  should  be  were  the  law  not  true.  We  are  in 
a  world  that  in  no  way  presents  itself  to  us  as  the  world  of 
order  or  law.  Each  instant  we  should  have  an  entirely 
new  world ;  and  as  far  as  our  knowledge  is  concerned  it 
would  be  not  a  cosmos,  but  a  chaos.  Consequently,  when 
we  accept  the  law  of  causation  as  a  principle  of  reality,  we 
are  forced  not  only  to  maintain  its  abstract  truth,  but  also 
its  concrete  fitness  as  a  premise  of  knowledge.  It  must 
be  of  service  to  knowledge,  otherwise  it  were  no  premise  ; 
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and  if  no  premise,  then  its  a  priori  character  is  at  once  set 
aside.  Hence,  in  admitting  the  truth  of  the  law  of  causa- 
tion, we  assert  at  the  same  time  its  fitness  as  a  premise 
for  knowledge  ;  and  this  means,  that  we  presuppose  the 
world  to  be  such  that  the  laws  of  causation  are  succes- 
sively in  actual  operation.  This  second  principle  we  have 
called  the  Principle  of  Repetition. i  It  maintains  that  the 
world  is  a  uniform  world,  and  that  the  same  sort  of  events 
not  only  are  likely  to  repeat  themselves,  but  actually  do  do 
so.  In  spite  of  all  the  changes  from  moment  to  moment, 
there  is  not  an  absolutely  new  order  of  things;  but  the 
old  order  maintains  itself.  It  is  a  world  of  repetition 
amid  change.  As  we  look  out  upon  the  world,  in  spite  of 
the  many  changes  that  we  do  pick  out,  it  is,  after  all, 
much  the  same  world  from  day  to  day  and  from  century  to 
century.  And  even  though  we  take  great  ages  such  as 
the  lifetime  of  a  solar  system,  still  even  such  tremendous 
periods  are  not  a  complete  change  from  what  went  before. 
Matter  and  its  laws  are  still  such  that  we  can  find  taking 
place  in  the  ordered  solar  system  the  same  processes  that 
took  place  in  the  chaotic  cosmic  dust.  Matter,  governed 
by  the  laws  of  gravitation,  is  still  at  hand.  There  are  still 
repetitions  of  the  same  general  mechanical  and  physical 
phenomena  that  you  and  I  see  working  to-day.  Were  all 
this  not  so,  or  were  not  some  other  uniformities  in  their 
place,  there  would  be  no  theor}'^  of  the  origin  of  a  solar 
system.  Its  origin  would  be  for  knowledge  undiscoverable. 
We  should  have  before  us  an  event  not  admitting  of  a 
conceivable  interpretation  ;  because  its  laws  could  not  be 
determined.  This  statement,  of  course,  does  not  mean 
that  you  and  I  find  repetitions  of  everything  that  ever 
happens  in  all  its  details.  Still  the  elements  of  such  an 
event  must  repeat  themselves ;  otherwise  we  could  never 
get  beyond  a  mere  wild  guess,  for  verification  could  not  be 
had.     You  and  I  always  search  for  such  uniform  occur- 

1  Some  might  call  it  the  Principle  of  the  Uniformity  of  Nature. 
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rences ;  and  the  very  fact  that  we  make  it  an  end  of  our 
search,   in    other  words,   regard    objects    as    admitting  of 
interpretation,  involves  us  logically  in  the  presupposition 
that  the  uniformity  is  there, 
(c)  The  Hut  in  all  this  there  is  involved  the  presupposition  that 

World  IS  a     ^^|jg  ^yorld  is  oue  of  change.     Were  there  no  such  charac- 

Worki  of  ° 

PonuaiuMiii'  teristic  to  the  world  as  change,  clearly  the  laws  of  causa- 
ftnd  Change.  ^-^^^  would  be  meaningless.  Thus  in  our  very  attempt  to 
know  the  world  we  assert  its  changing  character.  The 
world  is  a  world  of  change.  But,  as  we  saw  in  criticizing 
the  doctrine  of  Heraclitus,  a  world  that  is  only  change 
would  be  quite  unknowable.  Change  can  be  known  only 
by  comparing  it  with  the  permanent.  We  might  even 
assert  the  paradox,  a  universally  changing  world  would 
be  changeless.  Each  moment  would  be  known  in  itself, 
but  that  it  was  different  from  the  preceding  moment 
could  not  be  known  unless  the  preceding  moment  were 
in  some  way  present  as  a  standard  for  comparison.  When 
we  float  down  a  quiet  stream  in  an  open  boat,  did  we  not 
have  the  permanent  landmarks  on  the  shore  to  use  as  a 
measuring  rod,  how  should  we  know  that  we  had  moved? 
Thus  the  changing  and  the  permanent  are  correlatives; 
and,  consequently,  the  moment  we  presuppose  the  world 
to  be  one  of  change,  we  are  forced  to  presuppose  also  that 
in  all  its  changes  there  is  an  unchanging  element. 

In  part  we  have  already  seen  what  this  permanent  ele- 
ment must  be.  There  must  be  repetition  and  uniformity 
in  nature's  changes.  But  the  principle  of  permanence 
involves  further  elements.  There  must  be  a  continuation 
of  some  elements  from  moment  to  moment  as  the  others 
change,  not  merely  a  repetition.  The  world  must  give  us 
the  picture  of  change  amid  the  permanent.  But  not  only 
does  the  principle  of  permanence  presuppose  an  identity 
from  moment  to  moment  in  some  of  the  elements  of  the 
changing  world,  but  it  also  includes  a  second  element  of 
permanence.     This  element  is  the  permanence  of  the  ulti- 
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mate  standards  of  all  comparison.  Here  we  have  the  justi- 
fication of  such  principles  as  those  of  the  conservation  of 
mass  and  motion. 

Yet  a  further  presupposition  is  involved  along  with  those 
of  uniformity  and  change,  and  that  is :  The  world  is  not 
one  eternal  present,  but  is  a  world  of  the  past,  present,  and 
future.  Of  the  past,  we  snj,  it  is  gone  ;  and  of  the  future, 
it  is  not  as  yet.  Still  both  are,  for  us,  equally  a  part  of 
the  real  world,  and  are  just  as  fundamental  or  absolute  as 
is  the  present.  Of  course,  the  very  word  *•'  present "  is  a 
correlative  of  past  and  future ;  but  apart  from  this  impli- 
cation of  our  terms,  knowledge  itself  must  presuppose  the 
two  latter.  Causation  would  be  meaningless,  could  in  fact 
not  exist,  unless  we  thus  had  the  time  distinctions.  With- 
out duration  there  would  be  no  change  or  permanence. 
Thus  they  all  presuppose  that  the  real  world  is  more  than 
what  is  revealed  to  our  minds  in  the  moment.  The  world 
as  given  or  presented  to  our  minds  involves,  the  moment 
we  interpret  it,  both  the  world  of  the  past  and  of  the 
future.  The  moment  it  is  a  world  in  time,  that  moment 
it  is  more  than  the  present ;  for  speaking  absolutely  the 
present  can  have  no  duration. 

Still  another  final  element  is  involved  along  with  the 
law  of  causation.  The  world  must  be  not  only  a  uni- 
form world,  a  world  of  change  and  permanence,  a  world 
existing  in  the  past,  present,  and  future,  but  it  must  also 
be  a  world  of  likeness  and  difference.  If  the  world  were 
one  endless  identity  not  merely  from  moment  to  moment, 
but  within  each  moment,  or  again,  if  it  were  nothing 
but  difference,  comparison  would  be  impossible.  That 
knowledge  involves  necessarily  in  it  a  comparison,  forces 
us  to  find  in  the  very  possibility  of  knowing  the  world  the 
presupposition  of  an  object  that  can  be  compared.  The 
world  to  be  knowable  must  be  a  world  of  likeness  and  of 
difference.  Were  the  world  all  alike,  the  work  of  knowl- 
edge would  be  done  before  it  even  commenced.     Were  the 
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world  ditt\>ioMt  throughout,  there  would  be  no  comparing 
of  one  eU'nu'iit  with  another.  Even  the  very  difference 
wouhl  be  unknowable. 

Thus  we  tind  involved  in  the  very  nature  of  knowledge, 
in  its  being  the  assertion  of  laws  discovered  by  conii)ar- 
ing  one  thing  with  another,  a  series  of  presuppositions. 
They  are  those  of  causation  and  uniformity,  of  change 
and  permanence,  of  duration  and  of  likeness  and  differ- 
ence. The  world,  then,  as  presupposed  by  knowledge, 
is  one  in  which  amid  differences  there  is  likeness,  and  amid 
change  the  permanent.  It  is  a  world  extending  on  through 
time,  past  and  future.  It  is  a  world  in  which  there  are 
recurrences  of  what  has  been  and  in  which  all  occurrences 
take  place  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  causation. 


CHAPTER   XLVII 

THE  PRINCIPLES  OP  REALITY  {Concluded) 

We  have  now  studied  some  of  the  principles  of  reality, 
presupposed  by  knowledge  in  interpreting  the  world.  But 
there  still  remain  even  profounder  ones  for  us  to  discover. 

The  first  of  these  is  the  division  of  the  world  into  sub-  (/)  The 
ject  and   object.      The  instant  we  know,  we   divide   the  the'worid* 
world  in  two :  into  the  thing  known  and  the  knower,  that  i^t"  Subject 
is,  into  subject  and  object.     The  division  is  truly  funda-  ^^       ^^  ' 
mental  and  is  truly  a  presupposition,  because  no  matter 
what  instance  of  knowing  we  may  pick  out,  this  division 
of  the  world  in  two  will  always  be  involved.      It  cannot 
therefore  be  the  result  of  knowledge  or  some  conclusion 
at  which  we  arrive  by  inference.     Did  we  attempt  to  infer 
its   truth,  the    very  knowledge    by  which   we    made   the 
attempt  would  already  have  involved  the  distinction. 

Thus,  in  the  very  act  of  knowledge,  the  world,  or  the 
Given,  is  divided  into  subject  and  object.  Hence,  one 
name  by  which  we  might  call  the  Given  (combining  the 
two  terms,  object  and  subject)  is  Subject-Object.  The 
importance  of  the  term  is  to  emphasize  a  fundamental 
truth  against  which  philosophers  have  been  somewhat 
prone  to  sin.  The  world  cannot  be  regarded  as  identical 
with  the  mind  that  does  the  knowing.  This  doctrine, 
called  Solipsism,  forgets  that  object  and  subject  are  correl- 
atives, and  that  the  world  which  we  divide  in  the  very  act 
of  knoAving  into  subject  and  object  is  neither  one  of  these 
alone,  but  is  both.  On  the  otlier  hand,  we  might  ignore  the 
subject  and  regard  the  whole  world  as  object.  This  is  a 
fault  often  charged  against  naturalism.      But  the  subject 
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cannot  be  explained  out  of  the  object,  nor  the  object 
out  of  the  subject.  They  are  both  equally  presupposed. 
They  are  both  ultimate. 

The  objection  has  been  raised  against  knowledge,  that  it 
cannot  know  a  world  that  lies  outside  of  the  mind  that 
does  the  knowing,  for  how  can  the  mind  get  beyond  its 
own  immediate  states  ?  The  answer  is  clear.  The  ulti- 
mate facts  are  both  subject  and  object ;  ^  and  the  division 
into  subject  and  object  is  an  act  implicitly  involved  in  all 
knowledge.  In  making  this  division,  knowledge  does  not 
transcend  the  ultimate  facts  which  she  is  interpreting.  She 
is  simply  interpreting  those  very  facts,  when  she  speaks 
of  subject  and  object.  The  objective  world  is  mixed  up 
by  these  skeptics  with  the  transcendent  world.  Of  course, 
were  the  objective  world  something  that  transcends   the 

1  The  terms  "  subjective  "  and  "  objective  "  have  several  meanings,  and 
this  fact  leads  to  much  confusion.  Often  subjective  means  what  is  in  the 
mind,  and  objective  what  is  without  the  mind.  In  epistemology,  however, 
this  is  not  their  meaning.  The  object  includes  the  mind  as  well  as  the 
material  world,  for  both  may  be  objects  of  knowledge.  The  objective 
world  means,  therefore,  simply  the  known  world  or  the  world  that  we  try 
to  know.  Those  thinkers,  however,  who  tend  to  identify  the  Given,  or 
the  facts  directly  revealed  to  the  subject,  with  our  mental  states,  can 
easily  be  misled  into  asking  whether  or  not  an  objective  world  (a  world 
lying  beyond  those  mental  states)  can  be  known  ?  This  question  simply 
shows  how  absurd  it  is  to  speak  of  the  ultimate  facts  as  mental  facts. 
Were  they  such,  we  could  know  only  mental  .states ;  and  an  objective 
(in  the  sense  of  being  without  the  mind)  world  would  be  transcendent 
and  unknowable.  For  a  further  discussion  of  this  diflBcult  question  I 
must  refer  the  reader  again  to  my  monograph.  Die  Giltigkeit  unserer 
Erkenntniss  der  objektiven  Welt. 

One  further  meaning  of  the  terms  "  objective  "  and  "  subjective  "  should 
be  noticed.  Subjective  is  applied  to  our  illusions  and  also  to  views  that 
claim  to  be  no  more  than  a  description  of  our  own  feelings  or  mental 
attitude  toward  objects.  Whereas  objective  is  applied  to  all  things  that 
admit  of  being  constantly  perceived  not  only  by  ourselves,  but  by  others, 
and  also  to  whatever  mental  attitude  or  feelings  we  require  others  to 
adopt  or  claim  that  they  should  adopt.  Otherwise  expressed,  sub- 
jective means  personal,  particular,  whereas  objective  means  universal, 
valid  for  all  men.     Cf.  Chapter  LIV. 
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Given  ;  then  indeed,  as  we  have  already  seen,  it  would  be 
unknowable.  But  the  division  of  the  Given  into  subject 
and  object,  in  every  act  of  knowledge,  involves  us  in  no 
such  going  beyond  the  bounds  of  our  premises. 

There  are  two  other  ultimate  presuppositions,  or  inter-   (g)  The 
pretations  of  reality,  involved  implicitly  in  every  act  of  '^^^Jq^^ 
knowledge.     They  are  the  divisions  of  the  world  into  the   Absolute 
Absolute  and  the  Relative,  and  the  Infinite  and  the  Finite.  Relative. 

The  term  "  absolute  "  is  used  in  a  number  of  senses.  We 
mean  by  it  sometimes  the  creator,  or  substance  of  the 
world.  At  other  times  we  mean  simply  the  sum-total  of 
reality,  the  world.  But  more  strictly  used  it  is  a  correla- 
tive of  the  term,  the  relative.  Likewise  the  terms  "infi- 
nite "  and  "  finite  "  are  used  in  more  than  one  sense. 

According  to  relativism  or  agnosticism,  the  Absolute 
and  the  Infinite  are  unknowable. ^  In  a  sense  this  is  true 
enough ;  but  the  main  inference  of  this  theory  is  quite 
fallacious  and  misunderstands  the  very  premises  on  which 
it  is  based. 

First  of  all,  the  absolute  and  the  infinite  as  described 
by  the  relativists  are  bugbears  and  nothing  else.  All 
that  we  can  mean  by  the  absolute  and  the  infinite  is 
the  Given,  or  the  data  of  knowledge.  We  can  look  at  the 
facts  from  two  points  of  view :  from  the  one  we  may  call 
them  the  absolute,  from  another  the  infinite ;  but  ulti- 
mately we  mean  by  both  only  the  Given.  If  we  regard 
any  object  simply  as  existing,  but  in  no  way  interpreted, 
we  behold  the  absolute.  That  is,  the  absolute  is  the  name 
for  "  ow/t/  its  reality. '"  The  absolute  is  the  real  or  existing 
object  considered  apart  from  all  knowledge  of  it.  Another 
way  of  putting  this  would  be:  If  any  object  were  pre- 
sented to  our  minds,  and  we  knew  absolutely  nothing  about 
it,  we  should  apprehend  the  absolute.  In  other  words,  the 
relativist  is  simply  complaining  that  we  cannot  know  the 
absolute  except  to  know  something  about  it.     Let  us  thank 

1  Cf.  Spencer,  Eirst  Principles,  Part  I.,  Chapter  IV, 
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our  stare  that  we  cannot.  Do  our  best,  we  cannot  be  so 
ignorant  of  the  facts  presented  to  our  minds  as  to  stare 
at  them  utterly  unable  in  any  way  to  know  them.  The 
relativist  tells  us  to  know  is  to  know  about.  True,  it  is. 
Therefore  you  cannot  know  without  knowing  about.  True 
again.  Hut  to  know  the  absolute  would  be  to  know  some- 
thinsr  about  it.  True  likewise.  Therefore  to  know  some- 
thing  about  it  would  make  it  at  once  the  relative.  Yes, 
verily.  But  what  a  mighty  battle  of  mere  words  !  We 
do  know  the  absolute.  The  term  "the  relative"  means 
simply  "  knowing  the  absolute  "  ;  and  of  course  we  cannot 
know  the  absolute  without  knowing  the  relative.  They 
are  not  two  things,  but  two  names  for  the  same  thing. 
The  absolute  is  the  reality  in  no  way  known,  the  relative 
is  the  same  reality  known. 
(h)  The  Likewise  the  term  "  infinite  "  is  a  bugbear.     "  We  cannot 

theFSue"*^  know  the  infinite."  The  term  "infinite"  has  two  quite 
distinct  meanings.  It  may  mean  the  Given,  or  it  may 
refer  to  another  element  present  in  all  knowledge. 

Whenever  we  know,  or  interpret,  we  always  divide  the 
world  up  into  parts  or  limit  the  object  of  our  knowledge. 
We  never  attempt  at  one  jump,  as  it  w^ere,  to  interpret  all 
there  is  to  interpret.  If  you  and  I  look  out  upon  some 
landscape,  what  we  see  before  us  is  not  an  undivided  whole, 
but  here  a  hill,  there  a  tree,  here  rocks,  there  a  meadow 
and  a  road,  and  so  on.  We  never  behold  the  world  as  a 
t(  tality  not  made  up  of  parts,  but  always  as  a  series  of 
ii; dividual  objects.  Now,  reader,  could  you  and  I  stand 
and  stare  at  this  landscape  till  we  got  into  some  sort  of 
half-trance,  in  which  the  different  objects  were  no  longer 
different  objects,  but  in  which  the  sum-total  of  the  pre- 
sented facts  had  fused  together  into  one  quite  chaotic 
whole,  you  and  I  should  see  the  Infinite.  In  short,  the 
infinite  from  this  point  of  view  means  simply  the  Given  in 
no  way  divided  up  into  parts.  It  is  the  unlimited,  the 
undivided.     It  is  like  the  absolute ;  it  is  simply  one  way 
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of   looking  at  the  Given.      C^learly  in    this   sense  we  do 
know  the  infinite  or  that  which  is  infinite. 

The  other  meaning  of  the  term  "infinite,"  and  it  is  in 
this  sense  that  we  say  our  knowledge  is  finite,  may  be 
stated  as  follows  :  Whenever  we  know,  we  relate  ;  but 
take  any  object  you  will,  we  never  know  it  so  well  that 
we  feel  we  know  all  about  it,  all  that  there  is  for  us  to 
know.  Thus  any  object  is  always  a  source  of  new  prob- 
lems. Or  we  might  put  it  thus  :  The  more  we  know,  the 
less  we  feel  we  know.  To  know  means  always  to  have 
new  questions  arise,  hence  we  never  complete  the  work 
of  knowing  and  never  can.  Hence  no  matter  where  we 
approach  reality,  no  matter  how  simple  and  commonplace 
the  object  may  be  that  we  are  knowing,  the  work  of  know- 
ing it  is  never  a  finished  task.  The  more  we  know  about 
it,  the  more  new  questions  arise,  and  the  more  we  feel  forced 
to  know.  In  short,  we  say  only  an  infinite  mind  could 
know  about  any  one  object  all  there  is  to  be  known. 
What,  then,  does  the  word  "infinite"  mean  as  applied  to  the 
world  ?  It  means,  first,  that  to  know  the  world  perfectly  is 
an  endless  task,  and,  secondly,  that  any  object  which  we 
may  know  is  always  only  a  part  of  the  world  and  is  known 
solely  by  relating  it  to  the  other  parts,  and  these  parts  are 
countless.  Thus  there  is  always  a  world  beyond  the  world 
that  we  know.  This  fact  makes  us  call  the  world  infinite, 
and  makes  us  say  we  cannot  know  the  infinite.  Clearly,  it 
would  be  better  to  say  our  knowledge  is  finite,  but  to  be 
perfect  knowledge  it  would  have  to  be  infinite. 

But  both  sets  of  terms,  "  the  absolute  and  the  relative," 
"  the  infinite  and  the  finite,"  denote  presuppositions  of  our 
knowledge.  To  interpret  means  to  interpret  reality ;  but 
inasmuch  as  to  interpret  is  only  to  assert  relations,  there 
must  be  involved,  besides  the  mere  interpretation  as  such, 
the  reality  of  which  the  relations  hold  true.  In  short,  we 
can  always  find  involved  in  knowledge  the  two  elements, 
the  reality  and  the  interpretation  that  holds  of  the  reality. 
2f 
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The 

attempt  to 
gain  from 
these  presup- 
positions a 
view  of  the 
World  in  the 
totality  of 
its  being. 


Likewise  the  terms  "infinite"  and  "linite."  Inasmuch  as 
all  interpretation  is  a  limitation  of  the  reality  known,  there 
is  presupposed  that  which  is  unlimited,  or  that  of  which 
the  limitation  holds.  As  the  reader  should  see,  this  is 
only  saying  that  in  every  interpretation  there  is  involved 
the  knowledge  and  the  thing  known,  or  as  we  have  called 
it,  the  Given.  Thus  the  infinite  and  absolute  are  but  two 
ways  of  looking  at  the  facts  themselves,  —  the  facts  apart 
from  their  interpretation,  or  from  any  knowledge  of  them.^ 

These  questions  answered,  we  pass  to  what  is  certainly 
the  profoundest  question  that  the  mind  of  man  can  put  to 
itself.  Are  we  able  to  form  any  picture  of  reality  in  the 
sum-total  of  its  being  ?  From  what  has  been  said,  we  do 
surely  know  reality  or  else  we  know  nothing  at  all ;  but  it 
was  equally  clear  that  we  know  reality  only  in  part.  As 
finite  minds  we  never  complete  the  task  of  knowing  the 
world.  Not  only,  as  we  have  seen  over  and  over  again, 
are  we  limited  within  every  field  of  human  research,  but 
we  are  limited  from  the  very  nature  of  our  knowledge 
which  sets  over  against  the  finite  the  infinite,  and  causes 
our  knowledge  to  be  ever  a  finite  one. 

If  we  are  limited  then  to  knowing  reality  only  in  part, 
how  can  we  in  any  way  gain  a  picture  of  reality  in  its 
infinitude?  The  only  answer  that  can  be  made  to  this 
question  we  have  already  given.  In  an  a  j)riori  way  alone 
is  such  a  knowledge  possible  ;  and  the  principles  of  reality 
as  such  form  the  sum-total  of  this  knowledge.  The  picture 
they  give  of  reality  in  its  infinitude  is  meagre  indeed ;  but 
then  a  moment's  thought  would  lead  us  to  expect  nothing 
else.  They  do  not  give  the  concrete  story  of  reality  that 
you  and  I  seek  in  the  knowledge  of  daily  life.     They  give 


1  All  this  is,  I  know,  very  dogmatically  stated  ;  but  to  discuss  the 
question  properly  requires  space.  In  fact  the  problem  belongs  to  a 
treatise  and  not  to  an  elementary  book.  However,  the  reader  is  sure  to 
come  upon  this  question  in  the  course  of  general  reading,  and  hence  it 
demanded  at  least  a  brief  answer  here. 
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only  those  ultimate  presuppositions  or  conditions  of  knowl- 
edge that  alone  make  it  possible.  They  do  not  furnish  us 
the  results  of  knowledge,  but  merely  the  bare  formal  out- 
line, as  it  were,  that  knowledge  is  afterward  to  fill  in. 
Yet  bare  and  abstract  as  is  such  a  principle,  it  is  surely 
information,  and  is  surely  information  about  the  universe 
in  its  totality.  Certainly,  then,  man's  reason  is  to  be 
justified  in  trying  to  drag  out  of  these  few  a  priori 
pieces  of  knowledge  every  particle  of  information  that 
can  possibly  be  obtained  from  them.  Still,  logically, 
it  is  most  dangerous  work.  We  are  liable  to  use  words 
that  have  a  narrow  and  definite  meaning  and  apply  them 
to  the  universe  without  noticing  that  in  so  doing  we 
quite  misuse  or  rather  set  aside  their  old  signification. 
Let  us  turn  our  attention  to  the  problem,  but  let  us  be 
very  cautious. 

As  we  have   seen,  reality  is   somehow  not  merely  the  Reality  is 
object  of  knowledge,  it  is  also  the  subject.     This  must  be   jg^j  y^i,(i 
to  many  a  hard  saying  indeed ;  but  as  we  saw,  you  and  I  Object,  and 
are  dividing  reality  in  two  when  we  speak  of  subject  and  ^ense  may 
object.     It  would  be  false  to  treat  it  only  as  object,  or  only  [ijg''u"^ljgp. 
as  subject.     It  is  both,  it  is  the  subject-object.     But  what  sal  Mind, 
does  this  exceedingly  abstract  statement  mean  ?     It  means 
this,  that  the  ultimate  picture  which  our  minds  form  of 
reality  dare  not  be  confined  merely  to  the  facts  that  form 
the  object  of  knowledge,  but  must  include  also  the  inter- 
pretation of  those  facts.     When  you  and  I  by  reflection 
watch  knowledge  at  her  work  of  telling  us  what  reality  is, 
we  never  get  as  a  picture  merely  the  object  to  be  inter-  ^ 

preted,  but  also  the  interpretation.  In  fact,  our  very  at- 
tempt to  interpret  reality  at  all  shows  us  that  to  stop  short 
with  the  mere  fact  and  go  no  farther  would  be  to  lose 
something  of  reality  itself.  Why  otherwise  should  we 
strive  to  know  the  world,  if  to  know  tlie  world  were  not 
itself  a  means  of  revealing  the  world  to  our  minds  ?  The 
complete  picture  of  reality  cannot  be  had  by  doing  away  with 
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knowledge,  but  only  by  completing  the  work  of  knowledge, 
'riuo,  all  this  is  danoeiou.sly  abstract  reasoning,  but  mark 
well  the  clear  implication  involved  in  attempting  to  know 
at  all.  Somehow  the  more  we  know,  if  to  know  be  what 
it  claims  to  be  (^and  we  have  to  accept  that  claim),  the  more 
we  know  the  more  truly  are  you  and  I  in  possession  of  the 
real.  Were  this  not  so,  the  babe  in  the  cradle  would  be 
just  ns  perfectly  aware  of  the  world  as  we  are.  Somehow 
the  facts  have  involved  in  them  the  story  that  you  and  1 
search  to  discover,  that  story  we  call  the  knowledge  of  the 
world.  Thus  we  may  say  that  knowledge  is  but  a  means 
of  bringing  out  more  clearly  all  that  is  contained  in  the 
facts  of  the  world,  or  reality  itself.  Hence  it  is  we  have 
to  sa)',  that  we  cannot  divorce  the  world  from  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  world.  Hence  it  is,  too,  that  the  ultimate  pic- 
ture of  reality  contains  in  it  that  ideal  of  knowledge,  the 
perfect  interpretation  of  the  world,  or  as  we  otherwise  call 
it,  the  Truth.  Reality  involves  in  it  the  truth.  The 
truth  is  the  only  presupposition  that  embraces  in  itself  all 
other  presuppositions  of  knowledge.  They  are  principles 
of  reality,  but  also  of  truth.  In  beginning  to  interpret  we 
have  before  us  as  an  implication  that  very  end  which  we 
are  trying  to  attain,  the  truth.  When  we  set  out  to  know 
the  world,  we  set  out  also  to  know  the  truth.  The  truth 
is  a  perfect  realization  of  the  work  we  set  out  to  do.  Of 
course  all  that  we  know  of  that  truth  are  its  principles 
and  so  much  of  it  as  our  finite  interpretation  has  won. 
Yet  it  is  more  than  a  mere  thought  or  air  castle  of  ours. 
We  do  not  form  it  as  we  build  up  the  scenes  of  fairyland. 
It  is  a  necessary  implication.  It  has  to  be  accepted  by  us. 
It  is  of  reality,  yes,  of  its  very  tissue  and  substance.  The 
ultimate  union  of  reality  and  truth  may  then  be  said  to  be 
that  picture  of  the  world  which  the  principles  of  reality 
afford  us.  The  world  in  its  totality  is  identical  with  itself 
completely  and  perfectly  interpreted,  that  is,  with  the  truth. 
Just  as  the  facts  are  revealed  to  our  minds  and  interpreted 
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by  them ;  and  therefore  just  as  truth  for  you  and  for  me 
involves  an  apprehension  of  the  facts  along  with  their  cor- 
rect interpretation ;  so  also  does  that  ideal  of  knowledge, 
the  complete  truth,  involve  the  universal  object  and  sub- 
ject, the  sum-total  of  the  facts  and  their  complete  inter- 
pretation. 

But  can  we  not  picture  all  this  in  some  better  way? 
The  Hegelians  seem  to  have  hit  the  best  expression,  by 
calling  it  the  Universal  Mind.  Mind  for  you  and  me 
involves  the  apprehension  and  the  interpretation  of  the 
facts.  That  is  just  what  we  mean  by  mind.  So  the  uni- 
verse at  large  is  the  universal  mind,  that  is  the  sum-total 
of  the  facts  and  their  perfect  and  complete  interpretation, 
or  the  truth,  the  ideal  toward  which  we  strive  in  all  our 
knowledge. 

But  all  this  exceedingly  abstruse  reasoning  can  be  stated 
in  a  much  simpler  way.  You  and  I  do  not  mean  by  the 
universe  merely  that  part  of  it  which  we  have  seen  and 
known ;  but  when  we  speak  of  the  universe,  we  mean  what 
we  should  perceive  and  know  if  our  knowledge  and  power 
to  perceive  were  infinite  and  perfect.  In  other  words,  the 
world  does  not  correspond  to  the  picture  of  it  that  you 
and  I  have,  but  to  the  picture  of  it  that  you  and  I  would 
have  if  we  knew  all  there  is  to  be  known  —  the  picture  to 
which  you  and  I,  as  seekers  after  truth,  try  to  attain  more 
and  more.  In  short,  the  universe  is  pictured  completely 
and  perfectly  only  by  the  ideal  knowledge,  the  truth. 
But  we  may  go  farther  even  than  this.  If  our  knowledge 
had  reached  its  ideal,  the  facts  of  the  world  would  be  so 
fully  apprehended  by  us,  and  so  perfectly  interpreted  by 
us,  that  we  could  no  longer  separate  in  thought  the  reality, 
or  the  world,  from  our  knowledge  of  it.  In  short,  as  truth 
becomes  more  and  more  perfect,  we  can  begin  to  identify 
it  more  and  more  with  reality  ;  and  when  it  is  absolutely 
perfect,  or  the  truth,  it  is  one  and  the  same  with  reality 
or  the  world  it  interprets.     The  universe  and  the  perfect 
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knowledge  of  the  universe  are  one.  It  is  on  this  account 
that  the  Hegelians  call  the  universe  the  Absolute  or  Uni- 
vereal  Mind,  (Jod. 

Hut  abstractions  are  dangerous,  and  the  terra  "  universal 
or  absolute  mind "  is  of  abstractions  one  of  the  most  ab- 
stract. It  does  not  mean  a  mind  like  yours  or  mine,  it 
means  rather  an  ideal  that  you  and  I  can  picture  only  in 
the  vaguest  outline.  It  is  the  world  perfectly  known.  It 
is  the  truth. 


I 


IV.     THE   MANIFOLD    INTERPRETATION  OF 
THE   WORLD 

CHAPTER   XL VIII 

THE   REAL    AND   THE    IDEAL 

One  great  part  of  our  philosophical  reflection  is  now  Besides 
completed.     We  have   studied  the  knowledge  of   nature  ^""T*''""' 
and  of   mind  and  have  sought  out  its  implications,  and  made  up  of 
then  we  have  studied  knowledge  itself  and  its  claim  to  be  ^^m'hig.^^in 
a  knowledge  of  the  world.     But  now  we  come  to  a  very  ^^^^^  these 
different  problem.     Man  is  more  than  a  knower,  and  his  truly  funda- 
life  is  more  than  knowledge.     Man  is  one  that  wills,  and  ""'-"'^ai 

"       ,  elements 

his  life  is  a  struggle  to  determine  what  ought  to  be,  and  to  than  is 

bring  into  being  what  is  not.     Further,  man  is  one  that  ^^^'^^^  ^  ^® 

feels,  and  his  life  in  every  part  of  it  throbs  in  response  to 

the  changing  world  without  and  within  him.    Thus,  besides 

the  world  of  knowledge  we  have  a  world  of  action  and 

of  feeling ;  and  these  two  worlds  also  must  be  the  objects 

of  our  reflection. 

At  first  sight,  knowledge  is  quite  distinct  from  willing 
and  feeling ;  but  reflection  soon  reveals  a  relation  of 
closest  intimacy.  First  of  all,  knowledge  itself  is  not  free 
from  a  volitional  element ;  for  knowing  is  but  one  way  of 
acting,  and  therefore  knowledge  is  as  truly  a  product  of 
our  will  as  are  our  bodily  acts.  This  truth  at  once  re- 
veals to  the  reflective  mind  a  new  subject  for  thought,  a 
subject  profounder  even  than  knowledge ;  for  back  of 
knowledge  lies  a  deeper  part  of  the  self,  the  will,  and 
profounder  than  the  principles  of  knowing  are  the  prin- 
ciples of  that  which  governs  knowing,  the  will. 

But,  again,  the  mind  that  knows,  not  only  wills  when  it 
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knows,  but  also  iV'i'ls.  KiunvkHlgc  itself  does  not  exist 
08  a  j)urely  rational  or  intellectual  mental  experience. 
Knowledge  arouses  our  feelings,  and  our  feelings  arouse 
our  kninvledge.  The  world  becomes  known  to  us  only 
because  it  excites  our  feelings  or  our  interest.  The  long- 
ing for  knowledge  is  the  very  soul  of  knowledge. 

Thus  the  real  mind  of  man,  the  mind  that  interprets  the 
world,  is  both  a  knowing  and  a  feeling  mind ;  and  back  of 
both,  controlling  and  directing  both,  is  the  profoundest 
part  of  all  our  mental  life,  the  will.  In  fact,  we  may  look 
upon  the  will  as  the  principle  uniting  knowledge  and  feel- 
ing. And  of  the  two  latter,  the  profounder  is  feeling,  in 
fact,  from  one  point  of  view  it  is  itself  the  profoundest  of 
all.  Because  knowledge  arouses  feeling  it  has  a  right  to 
be.  Feeling  without  knowledge  might  well  be,  but  knowl- 
edge without  feeling  would  be  monstrous.  Moreover, 
knowledge  is  but  the  servant  of  feeling.  It  gives  us  the 
means  of  satisfying  the  wonder  and  curiosity  inspired  in 
us  by  the  world,  the  thirst  for  knowledge,  and  also  the 
means,  through  the  laws  of  causation,  of  overcoming  the 
obstacles  that  prevent  the  satisfying  of  our  longings. 
Then,  too,  the  will  seems  very  closely  connected  with 
feeling,  and  almost  one  and  the  same*  with  it.  Perhaps  it 
would  not  be  wrong  even  to  look  upon  them  as  one  and 
the  same  thing  viewed  from  different  points.  But  not  to 
trespass  too  far  upon  psychology,  and  especially  upon  prob- 
lems arousing  much  disputation,  let  us  admit  as  most 
reasonable  that  whatever  we  call  the  power  determining 
ultimately  the  course  of  our  mental  stream  or  the  domi- 
nance of  any  given  mental  content,  it  is  profoundest.  It 
is  the  ultimate  power  back  of  all  the  mind's  work,  and  in 
its  verdicts  we  must  seek  for  the  ultimate  principles  that 
guide  all  knowledge  and  all  feeling. 
We  thus  We  must  now  enter  upon  a  study  of  this  world  of  will 

woridlT''       ^"^^  o^  feeling.     We  shall  call  it  the  world  of  the  Ideal  as 
opposed  to  the  world  of  the  Real. 
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First  of  all  we  must  try  to  state  clearly  just  what  we  the  Real 
mean  by  the  two  worlds,  —  the  real  and  the  ideal.  The  jafJi^ 
real  is  that  which  is.  The  ideal  is  that  which  ought  to  5e, 
is  that  ivhich  receives  the  approval  of  our  will,  no  matter 
whether  it  exists  or  whether  it  he  only  a  thought  or  an  idea 
of  that  which  may  exist.  From  this  it  is  quite  clear  that 
the  same  thing  can  be  both  real  and  ideal.  It  is  both 
when  that  which  our  wills  approve  has  become  appre- 
hended by  our  minds  as  actually  existing ;  and  then  again, 
it  is  both  when  either  the  past  or  the  future  is  known  by 
our  minds  to  be  in  conformity  with  the  ideals  of  the  will. 
Thus  our  ideals  are  whatever  our  will  chooses  ;  but  they  are 
not  merely  acts  of  will  in  this  narrowest  sense.  Feeling 
always  enters  in.  Approval  without  feeling  would  some- 
how be  a  mere  abstraction.  Our  ideals  then  have  besides 
that  mere  element  which  gives  them  the  name,  "acts  of 
will "  —  another  element  which  makes  up  the  feeling  of 
approval,  or  reverence  for  what  the  will  bids  to  be,  or  the 
feeling  of  satisfaction  with  what  is. 

But   a   question    now   arises,    because    you    and  I   are  But  can  the 
thinkers    or   seekers   after    truth:    What   is   the   relation  ^,'**'t!^^.K 

dealt  with 

between  the  knowledge  of  the  real  and  that  of  the  ideal  ?  as  knowi- 
One  thinker  might  object:  "Truth  seems  to  belong  to  the  ^  ^^' 
real,  for  truth  is  but  the  correct  interpretation  of  the  real. 
How,  then,  can  we,  as  students  of  truth,  have  anything  to 
do  with  the  ideal  ?  The  ideal  represents  not  knowledge, 
but  an  activity  of  the  will  expressed  in  certain  feelings  of 
approval  or  reverence.  It  is  true  that  knowledge,  or  judg- 
ment, is  itself  one  of  the  mind's  activities,  and  that  there- 
fore knowledge  itself  admits  of  realization  just  as  much 
as  anything  else.  In  fact,  knowledge,  or  science  in  the 
abstract,  is  not  a  reality  but  an  ideal  of  the  mind.  It  is  not 
something  that  is,  but  something  that  each  moment  of  our 
lives  we  are  striving  to  bring  into  being.  Thus  the  very 
search  for  truth  is  one  of  the  loftiest  and  profoundest  of 
the  mind's  ideals.     It  is  true  that  the  ideal  somehow  lies 
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back  of  our  knowledge  of  the  real  ;  but  even  though  all 
this  be  true,  wluit  has  phil(xso[)hy  to  tlo  with  the  ideal?" 
It  cjin,  bo-  It  has  to  do  with  the  ideal,  because  our  ideals  can,  and 

causo  our       ultimately  must,  be  expressed  in  the  form  of  iudgments. 

ideals  are  -^  -hi  i  •  . 

judunuMits      Whenever  we  will  to  do  anything,  we  are  asserting  not 
and  are  only  that  the  end  in  view  meets  our  approval,  but  that  it 

therefore  -  . 

knowledge,  does  SO  above  all  other  ends  that  in  the  moment  also  lay 
claim  to  our  consideration.  To  choose,  then,  is  to  assert 
that  our  approval  and  our  reverence  are  given  to  the  end 
that  we  have  chosen.  Of  course,  we  do  deeds  that  we 
ourselves  despise,  we  do  deeds  that  contradict  our  better 
selves ;  but  the  same  self-contradiction  can  be  pointed  out 
in  the  field  of  knowledge  also.  We  say  things  that  are 
not  true,  that  we  know  to  be  false ;  and  in  the  hour  of 
heated  discussion  we  let  our  prejudices  rather  than  our  love 
of  the  truth  determine  what  shall  for  us  be  truth. 

Thus  we  may  say  that  when  a  man  wills  he  makes  an 
assertion.  He  may  contradict  himself  in  so  doing,  but 
none  the  less  he  tells  us  that  the  choice  was  worthy  of  its 
cost  and  was  in  harmony  with  the  whole  moral  creed  of 
the  author.  In  fact,  just  as  you  and  I  hold  particular 
scientific  opinions  about  the  world,  so  do  we  also  hold 
particular  moral  and  sesthetic  beliefs  regarding  life,  its 
work,  and  about  the  w^orld  in  which  we  live.  All  these 
beliefs  are  judgments  just  as  truly  as  are  the  doctrines  of 
science. 

Moreover,  what  we  found  to  be  true  of  our  perceptions 
is  true  also  of  our  volitions.  Even  when  they  are  not 
judgments  literally,  they  are  the  equivalent  of  judgments 
and  as  such  can  be  transformed  into  judgments.  If  you 
and  I  watch  the  doings  of  any  rational  creature  even  when 
thought  is  farthest  removed  from  his  mental  states,  we 
always  feel  that  they  admit  of  being  transformed  into 
judgments  that  are  their  equivalents.  Thus  as  I  write, 
each  movement  of  my  pen  is  not  a  judgment  on  my  part. 
It  is  a  deed  and  no  more ;  yet  it  is  more  implicitly,  if  not 
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explicitly.  Implicitly  it  tells  that  I  expect  certain  results 
from  the  movement  of  the  pen,  otherwise  I  should  not  be 
writing.  It  tells  that  I  approve  those  results,  that  for  the 
time  being  they  are  my  ideals.  Choose  whatever  bodily 
act  you  wish,  you  will  always  find  that  it  has  a  meaning 
that  you  can  put  into  words,  or  express  in  the  form  of  a 
judgment.  You  know  why  the  deed  was  done,  what  result 
it  was  to  bring  about,  and  you  know  that  this  result  was 
somehow  implicitly  approved  by  the  author  of  the  deed. 
And  this  is  all  just  as  true,  though  in  the  moment  the 
doer  was  not  literally  thinking  either  of  the  result  or  of 
its  desirability.  Thus  our  acts,  even  when  they  are  not 
accompanied  by  definite  judgments,  may  be  transformed 
into  judgments  that  are  their  equivalent,  and  hence  we 
can  conclude  that  all  acts  of  the  will  and  likewise  most 
feelings  are  judgments  that  but  express  explicitly  a  mean- 
ing contained  in  them  implicitly. 

Since  there  are  also  these  judgments,  we  should  have  la  short,  the 
defined  truth  too  narrowly  had  we  ignored  them,  for  all  a'lrhiter-^^" 
judgments  as  such  claim  to  be  true.  The  diiference,  there-  pretation  of 
fore,  between  the  real  and  the  ideal,  is  not  that  the  one  is 
true  and  that  the  other  lies  outside  the  truth,  but  that 
the  one  interprets  the  world  as  it  is,  has  been,  or  will  be, 
whereas  the  other  interprets  it  as  an  object  whose  events 
can  be  modified  or  acted  upon  by  our  wills,  and  can  arouse 
toward  themselves  an  emotional  response  in  us.  There 
are  thus  two  ways  in  which  the  object  of  knowledge  can 
be  interpreted,  and  we  have  called  the  two  interpretations 
the  real  and  the  ideal.  Our  doctrine  is  a  denial  of  the 
view  that  science  alone  forms  an  interpretation  of  the 
world;  and  it  is  a  demand  that  those  interpretations 
springing  from  man's  will  and  emotional  nature  be  given 
a  place  side  by  side  with  science  in  man's  endeavor 
to  tell  the  complete  story  of  the  world.^     This  doctrine 

^  The  opposing  doctrine  that  denies  the  existence  of  any  interpretation 
of  the  world  other  than  that  given  by  science  is  called  Positivism,  and 


the  world. 
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may    he    called    that   of    the    Manifold   Interpretation    of 
Reality. 
There  ;iro  The  question  that  next  naturally  arises  is:    How  many 

iuterpr"- '  sucli  extra-scientific  interpretations  exist,  and  what  are 
tationsof  their  names?  We  shall  not  here  go  into  a  critical  discus- 
sion of  the  problem  our  question  raises.^  Rather  let  us 
give  the  answer  generally  offered  and  seemingly  rightly 
offered.  Besides  science  there  are  three  other  system- 
atized or  formulated  interpretations  of  reality,  namely, 
religion,  morality,  and  art. 
The  The  philosophy  of  each  of  these  interpretations  will  be 

orTof^the      taken  up  in  the  succeeding  parts ;  but  the  remainder  of 
Ideal.  this  chapter  will  be  devoted  to  the  epistemology  of   the 

ideal,  since  this  chapter  is  the  last  in  the  theory  of  knowl- 
edge, and  therefore  belongs  to  problems  falling  within  that 
discipline  of  philosophy.  At  the  same  time  this  chapter 
is  intended  to  be  a  connecting  link  between  the  philosophy 
of  science  or  metaphysics,  and  those  other  branches  of 
philosophy  which  treat  of  the  ideal. 

The  epistemological  problems  raised  are,  the  nature  a7id 
the  validity  of  our  judgments  concerning  the  ideal.  Do 
our  judgments  concerning  the  ideal,  or  does  the  ideal  inter- 
pretation of  reality,  claim  to  be  objective  in  the  same  sense 
as  does  our  knowledge  called  Science  ?  If  it  does,  is  this 
type  of  knowledge  valid  ?  Hence  our  two  problems,  —  the 
nature  and  the  validity  of  the  ideal. 

In  our  previous  discussion  we  have  learned  that  all 
judgments    or    interpretations    are    interpretations   of   an 

also  Naturalism.  Cf.  Baldwin's  Dictionary  under  both  terms.  For  the 
general  point  at  issue  in  this  chapter,  cf.  Sidgwick,  Philosophy,  its  Scope 
and  Relations,  London  and  New  York,  1902,  Lecture  II.  As  parallel 
reading  we  refer  the  reader  to  the  greater  part  of  Mr.  Balfour's  book,  The 
Foundations  of  Belief,  8th  ed.,  New  York  and  London,  1902,  especially 
to  the  introductory  sections  and  to  Part  I. 

1  The  problem  belongs  rather  to  an  advanced  treatise  to  discuss. 
However,  we  shall  try  in  later  chapters  to  justify  somewhat  our  dog- 
matic answer. 
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object,  and  that  this  object  forms  always  a  datum  of  knowl-  i.  The 
edge.      Further,  every  judgment  claims  to  be  true.     Its  Sg^deaf 
very  nature  of  interpretation  would  be  lost  were  it  not  a  These  judg- 
claimant  of  truth.     Therefore  our  ideal  judgments,  like  all  ^l"*^ 

,  .     ,  .  J      &  '  ""■'■    differ  in 

other  judgments,  are  an  interpretation  of  an  object,  and  eharacter 
what  is  more,  of  the  same  world,  the  Given.     They  like-  ofTcieSc? 
wise  claim  to  be  true.     All  this  follows  without  further  aud  are 
need  of  proof  from  the  foregoing  chapters.     To  this  extent  °^^®*^*'^®- 
the  ideal  judgments  are  surely  like  the  real  judgments. 
But  here  a  new  question  enters,  Is  there  ultimately  any 
essential  difference  between  the  two  classes?     Are  not  the 
ideal  judgments  ultimately  simply  real  judgments?     We 
have  already  maintained  that  there  is  such  a  fundamental 
difference.       It   is    the    difference    between   what  is   and 
what   ought   to    be.      So    much  is   clear    enough;    but  the 
positivist  will  remonstrate  when  we  add,  our  ideals  are 
objective  in  the  same  sense  in  which  the  doctrines  of  sci- 
ence are. 

Now  what  do  we  mean  by  calling  them  objective.  We 
mean,  that  just  as  we  expect  our  neighbor  and  all  fellow 
rational  beings  to  accept  the  doctrines  of  science  when 
once  adequately  established,  so  also  do  we  expect  our 
ideals  to  be  accepted.  Our  ideals  are  not  something 
purely  subjective,  that  is,  valid  for  the  individual  alone, 
and  even  for  him  only  on  the  particular  occasion  when 
they  are  published.  We  claim  that  this  positivistic  doc- 
trine ignores  the  plainest  of  facts.  We  expect  men  to 
have  day  by  day  the  same  ideals.  We  despise  a  man  that 
is  inconsistently  changing  his  life's  ideal  day  by  day.  Fur- 
ther, we  preach  our  ideals  and  we  try  to  persuade  the  evil 
and  the  debased  to  rise  to  a  loftier  view  and  manner  of 
life.  We  praise  the  noble  and  the  true  and  the  beautiful ; 
and  we  consider  it  a  part  of  every  cultured  person's  educa- 
tion that  he  should  learn  to  value  all  these  things. 

We  are  not  now  asking  whether  or  not  we  have  a  right 
to  preach  our  ideals  and  to  despise  the  debased  and  Ihe 
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n.  The 

Validity  of 
the  Ideiil. 
The  Ideal  is 
presup- 
posed in 
knowletlije. 


To  deny  its 
validity  is  to 
fall  back 
again  into 
the  absurdi- 
ties of 
absolute 
Skepticism. 


morally  inconsistent  man.  We  are  simply  appealing  to 
the  fact  that  we  do  preach  ideals,  and  do  despise  and  honor 
other  men's  ideals.  The  whole  history  of  morality,  of 
religion,  and  of  art  make  up  a  story  flatly  contradicting 
the  doctrine  that  our  ideals  claim  to  be  merely  subjective, 
merely  valid  for  the  moment.  Morality,  religion,  and  art 
would  have  no  history,  were  such  a  doctrine  true. 

In  short,  the  man  that  denies  that  our  ideals  claim  to  be 
objectively  valid,  denies  one  of  the  plainest  facts  in  the 
history  of  mankind.  In  the  name  of  their  ideals  men 
have  preached  and  labored,  have  lived  and  suffered,  and 
have  fought  and  died.  Rob  history  of  these  facts,  and  you 
have  annihilated  it. 

But  are  our  ideal  judgments  or  our  ideals  valid  ?  The 
answer  to  this  question  we  have  already  indicated  in  part. 
Knowledge  does  not  stand  aloiie  in  man's  life,  but  is  only 
one  element  besides  others,  and,  what  is  more,  is  in  sub- 
servience to  those  other  elements.  We  are  not  merely 
knowing  beings,  we  also  feel  and  act;  and  the  office  of 
knowledge  is  to  serve  as  a  guide  for  our  actions  and  as  a 
means  to  make  the  world  what  our  feelings  would  have  it. 
The  ultimate  authority  in  life  is  not  the  real,  but  the  ideal. 
Real  in  this  sense  is  but  the  servant  of  the  ideal.  To 
know  is  ultimately  itself  but  one  mode  in  which  the  ideals 
of  our  minds  are  realizing. 

Still  there  is  only  one  proof  of  the  validity  of  the  ideal. 
It  is  the  same  proof  that  we  have  already  employed  to 
establish  the  validity  of  knowledge,  and  that  is,  the  im- 
possibility of  skepticism. 

Just  as  the  intellectual  skeptic  placed  himself  beyond  all 
possible  proof  or  disproof,  in  short  maintained  nonsense 
and  thereby  committed  rational  suicide,  so  also  does  the 
ideal  skeptic  commit  an  even  more  extensive  self-destruc- 
tion. If  our  wills  and  that  which  governs  will,  our  feelings, 
have  no  valid  right  to  the  judgments  that  express  their 
ideals,  then    action   is   impossible,    and   even   knowledge 
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could  not  be.  Even  the  skeptic  that  brings  forward  his 
objection  against  the  validity  of  ideals,  by  his  own  objec- 
tion presupposes  their  validity ;  for  otherwise  every  ground 
for  objection  and  for  all  action  has  gone  from  him.  Why 
does  he  object  unless  it  is  in  response  to  some  ideal  of  his 
will?  Why  should  we  listen  to  his  objection  unless  that 
very  objection  shows  that  some  ideal  has  been  infringed 
upon?     Clearly  there  can  be  no  other  reason. 

Our  actions  of  every  sort  demand  ultimately  a  justifica- 
tion, just  as  does  every  tenet  of  science.  But  unless  we 
grant  our  minds  the  ability  to  deal  with  the  judgments  in 
question,  that  is,  to  make  valid  judgments,  all  is  in  vain. 
Man's  life  would  at  once,  if  consistent  with  skepticism, 
become  chaotic.  Consistency  would  instantly  cease.  The 
act  of  one  moment  would  just  as  likely  undo  the  act  of 
the  preceding  moment  as  complement  it.  Man's  life 
would  be  living  each  instant  solely  for  the  instant.  We 
could  not  look  forward  and  with  authority  dictate  tlie 
laws  that  are  to  govern  our  life  from  moment  to  moment 
or  year  to  year ;  for  any  such  law  that  we  set  up  might  be 
destroyed  as  having  no  validity.  Any  law  would  do  just 
as  well  as  any  other ;  each,  no  matter  how  they  contra- 
dicted, would  have  the  same  right  to  exist  and  determine 
life's  course.  Clearly  such  a  state  of  affairs  would  be 
chaos ;  and  clearly,  too,  such  would  be  the  legitimate  con- 
clusion if  we  deny  the  validity  of  man's  ideals. 

If  there  was  to  be  such  a  thing  as  a  knowledge  of  the 
real,  we  found  that  skepticism  must  be  ruled  out  of  court. 
So  now  we  find,  if  knowledge  or  any  other  act  of  man's 
will  is  to  be,  skepticism  denying  or  questioning  the  ulti- 
mate validity  of  his  ideals  must  likewise  be  set  aside  as 
nonsense.     Knowledge  cannot  be  self-destructive,  nor  can 
the  will  be  self-destructive.    If  the  ideal  is  to  be  more  tlian   Thus  iho 
mere  nonsense,  it  must  have  an  authority  to  control  the  ^.f",",',,? ideal 
mind  iust  as  does  the  real.     To  know  means  order,  not  musi  be 
chaos.      To   do   means   the   same.      I  liereiore,    botli   must 
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pnori  as        Ii:ivo  involved  ill  tlu'in  a  right  not  only  to  be  but  to  deter- 

ofThe^Ri-ai.  "1^'*^'  ^^''^'^^  ^1^^'y  ^^^^^^^  ^^^'  -'Action  must  be  made  possible, 
for  inaction  is  itself  impossible.  Action  must  be  made 
valid,  or  rather  the  judgments  that  control  action  ;  other- 
wise action  is  forced  to  be  self-destructive. 

Hence  we  draw  as  the  very  presupposition  of  action,  as 
the  very  premise  of  the  will,  the  axiom  that  the  ideal  is 
just  as  valid  as  is  the  real.  The  ideal  has  absolute  author- 
ity over  life.  As  we  drew  from  the  axiom  of  the  knowable- 
ness  of  the  world  the  further  axiom  that  everything  must 
be  granted  knowledge  that  is  required  to  make  it  possible 
as  an  interpretation  of  reality,  so  now,  too,  we  must 
draw  a  similar  axiom.  If  our  ideal  judgments  are  valid, 
then  all  that  must  be  granted  them  which  alone  makes  the 
ideal  valid.  All  necessary  presuppositions  about  the  world 
our  ideals  are  interpreting  must  be  held  to  be  true,  true 
a  priori.  The  principles  of  the  ideal  must  be  granted 
knowledge  as  premises,  just  as  were  the  principles  of  the 
real. 
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CHAPTER   XLIX 

THE   NATURE   AND   PEINCIPLES   OF   RELIGION  ^ 

The  first  question  that  must  be  asked  and  answered,  the  The 

moment  we  turn  to  study  a  new  way  in  which  man  inter-  ^l'^^''^^"*- 

J.1  1    1    •  TT  1    •  *^°°  °^  ^^ 

prets  the  world  is  :  How  can  this  new  form  of  interpretation  ligion  from 

be  differentiated  from  other  forms  ?     What  is  religion,  and  "i'l^owr" 

how  does  it  differ  as  an  interpretation  of  reality  from  other  »^dge. 
interpretations  ? 


1  The  philosophy  of  religion,  ethics,  and  aesthetics,  can  be  treated 
in  this  book  only  with  the  greatest  brevity.  The  foregoing  parts  are 
intended  to  lead  up  to  the  problems  of  the  nature  and  validity  of 
religion,  and  to  afford  the  groundwork  of  their  solution.  On  this  account 
somewhat  more  room  has  been  given  to  Part  III.  The  parts  devoted  to 
ethics  and  aesthetics  are  intended  merely  to  open  up  the  main  philosophical 
problems  of  both  disciplines,  and  there  to  leave  the  subject.  The  student 
desiring  to  study  either  should  read  an  elementary  text-book  devoted  to 
the  particular  discipline. 

Historical  Note. 

The  philosophy  of  religion  as  a  distinct  discipline  of  philosophy  dates 
from  Kant.  Befoi-e  his  time  it  was  an  undifferentiated  part  of  meta- 
physics. Beginning  with  the  ascendency  of  Christianity  as  the  religion 
of  the  Roman  Empire,  we  find  philosophy  serving  as  the  handmaiden  of 
religion,  and  continuing  to  do  so  down  to  the  days  of  the  Renascence. 
During  this  period  the  doctors  of  the  Church  tried  to  systematize  their 
faith  through  philosophy  and  to  formulate  a  rational  apology  for  tlie  dogmas 
that  they  accepted  as  premises.  It  was  not  until  the  days  of  the  Re- 
nascence that  science  and  with  it  philosophy  began  to  take  again  an  inde- 
pendent place  in  European  culture.  But  the  moment  they  did  so,  the 
dogmas  of  the  Church  were  no  longer  premises,  but  teachings  to  be 
criticized  and  sifted,  and  there  now  came  a  time  when  an  attempt  seriously 
to  study  religion  as  such  arose.  Yet  during  these  centuries  it  was 
combined  with  metaphysics,  as  such  names  as  theism,  atheism,  and 
pantheism  suggest.  Metaphysics  was  treated  distinctly  as  an  answer  to 
religious  problems. 
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From  the  theory  of  knowledge  we  have  learned  that 
the  ultimate  subject  of  every  judgment,  or,  to  put  the 
same  thought  differently,  the  object  of  every  interpretation, 
is  the  Given,  the  world  of  facts.  Hence  we  must  say  at 
once  that  religion  does  not  differ  from  other  interpretations 
by  having  a  different  world  or  object  to  interpret.  At  first 
sight  this  contradicts  the  popular  notion  of  what  religion 
Have  they  is  ;  for  generally  we  mean  by  religion  the  attempt  of  man 
different        ^^  ^^^l  the  storv  of  a  world  other  than  this  in  which  we 

objei'ts,  the  "^ 

Natur.il  and  live.      Religion  has  to  do  with  the  world  beyond,  with  a 

the  !?»pei-  .^  ^£  transcendent  world.     Science  has  to  do  with  the 

natural  c 

world  of  the  natural,  religion  with  the  world  of  the  super- 
natural. 

But  does  religion  deal  with   a  supernatural,  or   tran- 
scendent world  ?     And  first  of  all,  what  do  you  mean  by 


The  great  scientific  discoveries,  especially  astronomical,  geographical, 
and  physical,  were  introducing  into  modern  thought  views  that  seriously 
conflicted  with  religious  dogmas ;  and  as  a  result,  there  was  in  the 
seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries  a  marked  rebellion  against  revealed, 
or  orthodox,  religion.  One  vei'y  important  movement  was  that  of  the 
freethinkers  in  England  and  on  the  Continent  during  the  eighteenth 
century.  In  England  it  was  closely  connected  with  the  philosophy  of 
Locke  and  the  distinguished  school  of  English  moralists  of  that  time, 
and  took  chiefly  the  form  of  Deism  (a  combination  of  the  older  orthodox 
view  of  creation  and  of  God's  existence  apart  from  the  world  with  a 
purely  mechanical  conception  of  the  universe).  Thus  it  brought  religion 
seemingly  into  harmony  with  the  mechanical  natural  philosophy  of  the 
day.  The  student  should  read  Section  .35,  on  Natural  Religion,  in  Windel- 
band's  History  of  Philosophy  (page  480),  also,  in  Ealckenberg's  History 
of  Modern  Philosophy,  in  Chapter  V,  the  section  on  Deism,  and  Chapter 
VI,  on  the  French  Enlightenment. 

Kant  brought  a  new  epoch  into  existence.  After  him  the  philosophy  of 
religion  depended  not  merely  upon  the  theory  of  knowledge,  presupposing 
it,  but  also  upon  the  distinction  between  the  real  and  the  ideal.  Before 
him  religion  was  thought  to  treat  of  the  real,  but  after  him  that  view 
became  an  anachronism. 

Kant  and  the  writers  after  him  bring  up  another  problem,  one  within 
the  philosophy  of  religion,  namely,  the  problem  of  the  relation  of  religion  to 
morality.  Doubtless  they  are  closely  related,  but  Schleiermacher  rightly 
maintained  against  the  Kantian  view,  i.e.  that  religion  and  morality  are 
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such  a  world  ?     To  the  latter  question  two  answers  have    («)  The 
been  given, —  a  primitive  one  and  a  metaphysical  one.    The   P?''*ii'^i,ve 
primitive  and  less  critical  doctrine  means  by  the  supernatu-  super- 
ral  a  part  of  the  material  universe  either  actually  located  "'**'^'^*^- 
somewhere  on  or  within  the  earth,  or  lying  beyond  our 
earth  somewhere  in  the  heavens.     The  supernatural  world 
is   a   land   in    which  dwell  the  gods  and  demigods,  the 
Olympus  of  Greece,  Hades,  the  Heaven  and  Hell  of  the 
Middle  Ages,  the  Happy  Hunting-ground  of  the  Indians; 
or  again,  according  to  still  less  developed  races,  spirits  or 
gods  have  their  homes  practically  everywhere :  in  the  sky, 
a  mountain,  in  a  brook,  or  a  tree,  or  even  a  stone  or  a 
stick. 

most  closely  related,  a  truly  independent  place  for  religion.  From  the 
text  it  will  be  clear  that  we  could  go  as  far  as  to  say  that  not  only 
morality,  but  all  interpretation  of  the  world,  is  closely  related  to  religion, 
in  fact,  presupposes  a  religion. 

The  important  writers  on  the  philosophy  of  religion  are  among  others 
the  following  :  — 

Kant,  Die  Religion  innerhalb  der  Grenzen  der  blosseu  Vernunft. 
179;^. 

Schleiermacher,  Reden  iiber  die  Religion.     1799. 

H.  Siebeck,  Lehrbuch  der  Religionsphilosophie.  Freiburg  und  Leipzig, 
1893. 

L.  W.  E.  Rauwenhoff,  Religionsphilosophie,  translated  from  the  Dutch 
by  J.  R.  Hanne.     Braunschweig,  1889.     2"^  Aufl.     1894. 

James  Martineau,  A  Study  of  Religion.    2  vols.     2d  ed.     1889. 

By  the  same  author.  The  Seat  of  Authority  in  Religion.  3d  ed.  1891. 
Also  Essays,  Reviews,  and  Addresses.     4  vols.     1890-91. 

Edward  Caird,  The  Evolution  of  Religion.  2  vols.  Glasgow,  1893. 
Also,  Book  IV,  in  his  The  Critical  Philosophy  of  Kant. 

J.  A.  Leighton,  Typical  Modern  Conceptions  of  God.    New  York,  1901. 

Parallel  Beading. 

The  student  desiring  further  information  on  the  subject-matter  of  this 
chapter  is  urged  to  read  The  Varieties  of  Religious  Experience,  by  William 
James,  New  York  and  London,  1902  :  also  The  Foundations  of  Helief, 
by  A.  J.  Balfour.  Further  references  are  :  An  Introduction  to  the 
Philosophy  of  Religion,  by  John  Caird.  New  edition.  Glasgow,  1901  ; 
and  Das  Wesen  der  Religion,  etc.,  von  W.  Bender,  Bonn,  1880.  For  the 
history  of  religion  he  will  find  an  admirable  summary  and  reference  to 
larger  works  in  History  of  Religion,  by  Allan  Menzies.     Now  York,  IHOf). 
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We  need  not  linger  over  the  criticism  of  such  views  of 
tlie  supernatural,  for  modern  science  has  long  ago  given  the 
death-blow  to  these  fancies  invented  in  our  race's  child- 
hood. The  astronomy  of  Copernicus  and  Galileo  soon 
transformed  the  spatially  finite  world  of  the  ^Middle  Ages 
into  the  universe  in  infinite  space,  as  conceived  to-day.  In 
our  spatial  world,  with  its  sidereal  systems  stretching  on 
indefinitely  in  every  direction,  astronomy  can  find  no  room 
for  a  material  heaven  above  the  sky.  Nor  can  geology  find 
a  place  in  the  interior  of  the  earth  for  a  hades.  To  the 
modern  scientist  such  a  material  supernatural  world  is  a  fairy 
story,  and  as  such  deserves  two  sorts  of  treatment.  If  it  be 
offered  to  us  as  a  beautiful  fairy  tale,  handed  down  from 
older  generations,  let  us  admit  all  the  beauty  and  poetrj'^  it 
contains,  and  enjoy  it  fully.  But  if  it  be  offered  as  serious 
truth,  let  us  brand  it  at  once  as  an  absurditj",  and  those 
who  believe  it  as  men  blinded  by  tradition.  However,  to 
pass  from  science  to  philosophy,  such  a  supernatural  world, 
even  if  it  existed,  would  not  be  truly  supernatural.  If  there 
were  such  a  world,  or  land,  or  cave,  it  would  be  no  more 
and  no  less  than  part  of  our  material  universe.  It  would 
belong  to  science  to  discover  its  whereabouts  and  describe 
it  to  us,  as  much  as  it  belongs  to  science  to  tell  us  about 
the  sun  and  planets,  the  North  Pole,  and  the  ocean  bottom, 
the  craters  of  volcanoes,  and  the  earth's  interior.  If  such 
a  world  be  the  world  about  which  religion  tells  us,  then 
clearly  religion  is  merely  a  part  of  science,  just  as  is  the 
geography  of  the  North  Pole,  or  the  astronomy  of  the 
moon. 
A  later  But  perhaps  it  will  be  objected,  religion  deals  with  a 

part  of  the  universe  that  can  never  be  discovered  by 
science  or  be  explored  by  man.  We  reply :  If,  as  you  say, 
this  world  cannot  be  discovered,  why  can  it  not?  If  you 
have  a  reason,  it  can  hardly  be  other  than  one  of  the  fol- 
lowing. The  world  of  religion  is  too  far  away  to  be  seen 
by  the  most  powerful  telescope,  or  too  small  to  be  visible 


Yiew. 
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by  the  most  powerful  of  microscopes,  or  both.  But  let 
the  reason  be  what  it  may ;  from  what  we  have  learned  in 
the  theory  of  knowledge,  we  know  that  such  a  world,  if  it 
be  part  of  the  world  of  facts,  must  be  revealed  to  us,  other- 
wise it  cannot  form  part  of  the  object  of  knowledge.  If 
we  can  gain  access  to  the  facts  of  that  world,  we  are  no 
worse  off  in  attempting  to  interpret  it  than  we  are  in 
attempting  to  interpret  the  world  of  imponderable  matter, 
or  of  chemical  atoms,  or  again  of  the  interior  of  the  earth. 
Let  that  world  be  what  it  may  in  the  whole  universe  of 
facts ;  if  it  is  to  be  interpreted  by  us,  we  must  have  access 
directly  or  indirectly  to  information  concerning  it,  and  this 
in  the  shape  of  facts.  If  we  get  these  facts,  science  will 
interpret  them.  If  we  do  not  get  them,  we  cannot  inter- 
pret such  a  world  as  part  of  the  world  of  facts  without 
being  guilty  of  utter  nonsense.  If  religion  is  nonsense, 
then  let  us  away  with  it  forever. 

There  remains  the  other  view  of  the  supernatural  world   (6)  The 
of  religion.     Religion  is  not  part  of  science,  because  reli-  '^,"^^'^1 
gion  interprets   a   transcendent  world,  a  world  lying  be-  identified 
yond  the  facts,  a  world  that  as  such  cannot  be  revealed  transcen- 
to  our  senses.     This  doctrine  would  be  a  form  of  realism,  'ient. 
and  as  such  we  have  already  dealt  with  it  in  the  chapter 
on  the  problems  of  the  Given.     It  must  stand  or  fall  with 
the  doctrine   of  realism.     The  conclusion  we  reached  in 
that  chapter  was  that  realism  is  at  bottom  sheer  nonsense. 
Therefore  we  must  conclude  that  a  new  way  of  looking  at 
religion  is  called  for. 

Religion  does  not  differ  from  science  or  any  other  inter-  Religion  has 
pretation  of  reality  by  having  a  different  object  or  part  of  j"^,!*^^^^ 
the  world  to  interpret.     All  interpretation  is  an  interpre-  world  to 
tation  ultimately  of   the  world  as  a  whole  ;  and  therefore   J'lit^the*  ' 
religion  like  science  interprets  all  facts.     How,  then,  can   Hame  world 

.    .  •  o  as  has 

religion  differ  from  science  ?  science. 

Religion  asks  and  answers  different  questions  concern-  '^'''odiffor- 

o  '■  _  eticH  is  in 

ing  the  world  from  those  of  science.     Science,  as  we  have   the  question 
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It  asks  con- 
oerning  the 
world. 


As  opposed 
to  science, 
religion 
deals  with 
the  ideal. 


learned,  tries  to  determine  the  necessary  order  in  which 
events  occur.  It  seeks  the  hiws  of  nature,  the  uniformi- 
ties of  coexistence  and  sequence  obtaining  throughout 
reality.  Religion,  on  the  other  hand,  ignores  these  ques- 
tions and  deals  solely  with  the  problem  of  the  character  of 
events ;  and  it  does  so  from  one  particular  point  of  view. 
It  interprets  the  individual  events  not  from  the  point  of 
view  of  other  events  that  may  be  compared  with  them, 
thus  calling  one  bad  and  the  other  good,  as  does  morality ; 
but,  far  from  this,  it  interprets  the  individual  event  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  universe  as  a  whole.  It  seeks  to 
determine  the  character  of  each  event,  not  as  an  event 
among  events,  but  as  an  event  in  its  infinite  relation,  as 
a  part  having  a  meaning  for  the  world  as  a  whole. 

All  this  seems,  doubtless,  very  abstruse,  but  let  us  see 
whether  we  cannot  make  it  plainer.  Religion,  ethics,  and 
art  all  interpret  things  and  events  in  so  far  as  they  cause  in 
us  emotional  and  volitional  response.  We  do  not  merely 
know  the  world ;  we  act  in  it,  we  feel  toward  it,  we  rever- 
ence it,  we  disapprove,  we  enjoy,  we  admire,  we  worship. 
Now  all  such  attitudes  of  our  will  and  emotional  nature 
give  the  world  as  interpreted  by  us  a  character.  The  world 
is  for  us  not  a  mere  bare  succession  of  events  in  necessary 
order.  It  has  character.  It  has  for  us  an  interest,  a 
value.  All  its  elements  are  not  equally  reverenced  by  us. 
We  choose.  We  try  to  eliminate.  We  become  occasion- 
ally a  factor  in  determining  what  shall  be  and  what  shall 
not  be.  That  is,  in  religion,  in  morality,  and  in  art  we 
are  ascribing  to  things  a  character,  a  value,  a  merit. 

But  ultimately  what  do  we  mean  by  the  term" character"? 
We  mean  the  attitude  our  wills  should  take  toward  an 
object.  It  is  thus  an  answer  that  always  contains  the  word 
"OM^Ai."  It  ever  states  '•'■ivhat  ought  to  6e,"  "  hoiv  we  ought 
to  act  in  reference  to  this  or  that.'''' 

From  the  foregoing  we  can  easily  distinguish  between 
religion  and  science ;  but  it  will  at  once  be  seen  that  reli- 
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gion  is  more  closely  related  to  morality  and  to  art  than 
to  science.  Hence  it  will  be  more  difficult  to  separate 
religious  problems  from  theirs.  The  greater  difference, 
namely,  that  between  science  and  religion,  we  have  already 
pointed  out  in  our  chapter  on  the  Real  and  the  Ideal. 
Science  deals  with  the  real,  with  what  is,  has  been,  or  will 
be,  with  the  order  in  which  events  occur.  The  other 
interpretations  deal  with  the  "  ought,"  with  the  ideal,  and 
look  at  events  as  objects  toward  which  our  wills  must  take 
some  attitude.  Hence  our  new  problem  limits  itself  to 
the  differentiation  of  religion  from  other  ideal  interpreta- 
tions. 

What  differentiates   them?      Religion   deals    with   the   As  opposed 
world  as  a  whole,  with  the  infinite,  whereas  the  others  deal  *"  ™"'"f^'*y 

with  the  finite.     But  this  answer  is  very  abstract  and  may  iieaiswith 

1  • ,  -1       T  the  Infinite- 

be  quite  misleading. 

We  have  already  said  that  religion  tries  to  find  the 
meaning  of  the  part  as  a  member  of  the  world  whole, 
whereas  ethics  deals  with  events  in  relation  to  other 
events.  We  may  express  the  same  thought  thus :  Reli- 
gion sees  in  each  event  something  that  must  qualify  real- 
ity as  a  whole  and  thus  reveal  the  character  of  the  universe 
in  its  totality.  Hence,  it  asks :  What  is  the  character  of 
the  universe?  or,  which  is  the  same  question.  What  is  the 
character  of  every  event  as  such,  every  event  as  a  member 
of  the  world-total  ? 

Ethics,  on  the  other  hand,  does  not  ask  what  is  the 
character  of  an  event  merely  as  such,  but  what  is  its 
character  as  compared  with  that  of  other  events.  For 
religion  there  is  no  difference  between  one  event  and  any 
other,  whereas  for  ethics  it  is  just  this  difference  in  cliar- 
acter  that  forms  the  problem.  For  religion  every  event 
reveals  the  character  of  the  system  to  which  it  belongs, 
and  it  is  just  this  world-character  that  religion  attempts  to 
discover.  Ethics,  however,  wants  to  know  the  character 
of  each  event  to  determine  whether  that  individual  event 
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ought  to  be,  or  whether  some  other  ought  to  take  its  place. 
Religion  answers  the  question :  What  is  the  character  of  the 
world  as  a  whole,  and  therefore  of  every  event  as  a  metnber 
of  the  ivhole  or  genus?  Ethics  answers  the  question  :  What 
is  the  character  of  this  or  that  event  as  an  individual  or  as  a 
species  ?  Religion's  problem  is  generic,  ethics'  problem  is 
specific. 

Such  is  religion.  However,  we  are  not  now  studying 
religion,  but  the  philosophy  of  religion ;  and  this  means 
that  we  are  not  concerned  with  the  different  answers 
given  by  man  to  problems  belonging  to  religion,^  but  with 
the  principles  that  have  governed  or  must  ultimately  govern 
such  an  interpretation.  Our  problem  is :  What  are  the  prin- 
ciples of  religion  ? 

The  fundamental  axiom  or  principle  of  religion  declares 
that  the  world  is  ideal,  that  the  real  world  and  the  perfectly 
ideal  world  are  one  and  the  same,  or  again,  that  the  world 
as  a  whole  deserves  our  absolute  reverence. 

Here  we  have  again  one  of  the  meanings  of  the  term 
"  God."  In  epistemology  we  saw  that  one  meaning  of  that 
word  was  the  ultimate  truth,  that  the  world  as  a  total 
involves  not  only  the  facts,  but  a  perfect  knowledge  or 
interpretation  of  the  facts.  The  religious  meaning  of  the 
term  we  now  see  to  be  the  character  that  we  ascribe  to 
the  world  as  a  whole.  To  use  the  language  of  religion, 
the  world  is  the  revelation  to  us  of  God.  As  we  interpret 
it,  we  interpret  him.  In  fact,  we  mean  by  his  existence  an 
answer  to  the  question  :  What  sort  of  a  world  is  it  of  which 
we  creatures  are  members  ?  If  the  world  is  such  that  we 
must  despise  or  condemn  it,  then  it  is  not  divine.  There 
is  no  God.  We  are  atheists.  If,  however,  the  world 
as  interpreted  by  us  is  divine,  then  we  believe  in  God. 
Therefore  we  mean  by  the  belief  in  God  this  interpretation 
of  the  world  that  calls  it  divine,  that  makes  it  a  world 

1  On  this  subject  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  interesting  and  suggestive 
■work  of  Professor  James,  The  Varieties  of  Religious  Experience. 
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deserving  our  absolute  reverence. i  To  such  a  believer  the 
world  is  God's  manifestation  of  himself  and  as  such  ex- 
presses his  character.  This  does  not  identify  God  and  the 
world,  because  even  the  atheist  asserts  the  existence  of  a 
world;  nor  is  it  an  assertion  that  there  is  a  creator,  for 

1  Ttie  term  "  God:' 

The  primitive  and  popular  conception  of  God  implies  that  he  is  a  being 
more  or  less  like  man.  He  sees,  he  is  angry,  he  reasons,  he  wills,  he 
dwells  in  heaven,  and  so  forth.  To  this  are  added  many  assertions  that 
quite  contradict  the  original  belief.  He  is  infinite.  He  is  immaterial. 
He  is  omniscient,  omnipotent,  and  omnipresent. 

To  the  thoughtful,  though  they  may  for  convenience  or  for  emotional 
and  pious  reasons  retain  this  language  of  anthropomorphism,  the  con- 
ception itself  is  an  anachronism.  The  manifestation  of  God  to  us  is  the 
infinite  world.  God  is  revealed  to  us  in  no  other  way  than  through  that 
world  of  facts  and  the  principles  and  knowledge  that  interpret  the  facts. 
Hence  if  we  try  to  picture  him,  we  should  have  to  picture  the  universe, 
or  his  creation  or  manifestation.  Thus  we  are  forced  to  say  that  any 
anthropomorphic  picture  of  God  is  idolatry  ;  but  no  doubt  it  is  an  ex- 
cusable one,  for  we  men  need  the  picture  and  we  cannot  picture  the 
infinite.  If  picture  him  we  must,  no  doubt  the  highest  known  creature 
of  his,  the  ideal  man  as  a  spiritual  being  and  personality,  is  the  noblest 
picture. 

But,  it  will  be  asked  :  Does  this  deny  God's  personality  ?  Personality 
has  a  very  definite  meaning  as  applied  to  man  ;  but  when  applied  to  God, 
the  meaning  is  surely  quite  altered.  Yet  we  admit,  if  we  have  to  picture 
God,  by  all  means  picture  him  as  spiritual  and  as  personal.  The  question 
is  not  whether  we  prefer  the  term  "  personal '"  or  the  term  "  impersonal  "  : 
God's  nature  so  far  exceeds  our  ability  to  picture,  and  his  nature  tran- 
scends so  far  our  finite  ideals,  that  the  best  we  can  conceive,  even  per- 
sonality, must  be  infinitely  less  than  hLs  real  nature.  We  should 
therefore  say,  with  Paulsen,  God  is  not  impersonal,  but  suprapersonal. 
(Cf.  Paulsen,  Introduction,  page  243,  Section  9,  on  the  Relation  of  the 
Pantheistic  Notion  of  God  to  Religion.) 

There  is  one  more  point  to  be  mentioned.  What  does  atheism  mean, 
and  who  is  the  atheist  ?  We  reply.  Atheism  is  the  denial  of  ideality  as 
ascribed  to  the  world.  He  who  says  that  the  world  is  evil,  or  had  bettor 
not  be,  he  is  an  atheist.  He  makes  the  world  a  manifestation  of  evil. 
He  denies  God.  In  short,  atheism  is  here  synonymous  with  absolute 
pessimism.  Theism  admits  of  relative  pessimism,  as  we  shall  see  in  the 
chapter  on  the  Nature  of  the  Good,  Chapter  LII.  Clearly  it  is  taking  too 
narrow  a  view  of  God's  nature  to  call  a  man  who  objects  to  anthropo- 
morphism an  atheist. 
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even  the  athei.st  must  admit  this.  It  is,  as  we  have  now 
seen,  the  assertion  of  the  character  of  the  creator  as  mani- 
fested in  hi^  creation.  Thus  we  might  ask  the  question. 
Does  God  or  the  devil  create  the  world?  From  all  this 
we  see  that  the  ultimate  principle  of  religion  might  be 
expressed  still  otherwise.  It  is  the  belief  in  God,  in  his 
existence. 

But  how  is  this  principle  that  the  world  deserves  our 
absolute  reverence,  or  this  belief  in  God,  to  be  justified? 
The  answer  forms  the  remaining  topic  of  our  chapter. 

What  right  have  we  to  say  that  the  world  is  an  ideal 
world  ?  Clearly  we  have  no  right  to  say  so,  if  this  right 
must  be  gained  by  searching  the  whole  world  over  for  our 
evidence.  If  our  problem  can  be  solved  only  by  empiri- 
cal science,  that  is,  only  by  consulting  the  facts,  we  shall 
never  answer  it,  for  the  facts  that  must  be  consulted  are 
infinite  in  number.  No  amount  of  evidence  can  tell  us  the 
character  of  the  world  as  a  whole,  any  more  than  it  can 
give  us  an  astronomical  description  of  the  whole  realm 
of  space.  No  amount  of  finite  evidence  can  tell  the  story 
of  the  infinite. 

If  this  is  so,  how  can  our  question  be  answered  ?  There 
remains  clearly  but  one  way.  If  it  is  to  be  answered,  it 
must  be  shown  to  be  involved  as  a  necessary  principle  in 
our  very  attempt  to  interpret  reality  at  all.  If  our  prin- 
ciple is  truly  a  principle,  a  necessary  premise,  then  its  valid- 
ity must  be  accepted  under  the  penalty  of  overthrowing 
knowledge  as  such,  in  short,  under  the  penalty  of  maintain- 
ing nonsense.  But  how  can  we  show  our  principle  to  be 
axiomatic?  By  showing  that  it  is  presupposed  in  all  acts 
of  our  will,  that  is,  in  all  acts  whatsoever,  and  hence  even 
in  knowledge,  for  knowledge  is  ultimately  as  much  an  act 
of  our  will  as  is  anything  else.^ 

You  and  I  are  members  of  a  great  world-system.  Our 
bodies   are  manifestly  a   portion  of   the    material   world. 


^  Cf.  Sigwart,  Logic,  Section  105. 
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From  it  they  draw  the  energy  that  enables  them  to  con-   We  men  are 
tinue  those  processes  we  call  life.      They  are  acted  uuon  consciously 

"^  ^         partners  and 

by  forces  from  without,  such  as  food,  the  air,  the  light,  the  co-workers 
heat ;  and  they  in  turn  react  upon  the  world  through  mus-  cre.i\orlnd 
cular  contraction.  As  a  wheel  in  a  clock  is  a  member  of  »'ust  be  so  ; 
the  whole  clock  movement,  being  acted  upon,  and  in  turn 
reacting  upon  other  wheels,  and  thereby  performing  its  part 
of  the  whole  mechanical  work  that  measures  time,  so  also  is 
our  body  a  part  of  the  material  world  that  surrounds  and 
includes  it.  Our  psychology  tells  us  that  the  same  truth 
holds  of  our  mind.  It  is  inherited  from  our  parents  with 
its  instincts,  actual  and  potential,  already  present.  Edu- 
cation modifies  these  instincts  and  constructs  the  habits 
and  the  varying  abilities  to  reason  and  to  act  rationally ; 
but  education  itself  is  ultimately  due  to  influences  that 
come  from  the  world  without,  and  are  reenforced  by  the 
world  within,  our  instincts.  Thus  our  mind,  too,  is  a 
member  of  the  world  at  large.  It  has  to  live  in  this  world. 
It  is  limited  in  its  activities  by  this  world.  Its  whole  life 
is  a  reaction  to  its  environment,  and  its  environment  is 
but  a  part  of  the  world.  Here  we  have  one  fact,  and  this 
fact  is  one  of  our  premises.  Our  life  in  all  its  elements  is 
part  of  the  world-process. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  fact  that  you  and  I  choose, 
that  you  and  I  attempt  to  determine  our  reactions  to  envi- 
ronment, that  you  and  I  occasionally  take  part  and  must 
take  part  in  the  world's  work.  No  matter  what  we  do,  it 
is  part  of  the  general  activities  of  the  world.  If  we  try  to 
do  nothing  whatsoever,  we  are  but  deceiving  ourselves;  for 
our  refusal  to  act  has  its  effects  upon  the  world  just  as  truly 
as  though  we  had  acted.  If  we  refuse  to  be  members  of  the 
world  and  commit  suicide,  we  have  again  only  deceived  our- 
selves. Our  death  cannot  be  without  its  effects.  With- 
out our  living  bodies  in  the  world  it  would  be  different 
from  what  it  would  be  were  they  present ;  and  this  differ- 
ence is  just  the  very  result  of  our  own  act.     We  have  loft 
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our  influence  in  tlie  world,  and  the  world  to  all  eternity 
will  be  different  because  of  our  choosing  to  shorten  our 
lives. 

Therefore  do  what  we  will,  you  and  I  are  parts  of  the 
world ;  and  no  matter  what  we  try  to  do  and  not  to  do, 
you  and  I  take  part  consciously  in  the  great  eternal  activ- 
ity that  constitutes  the  world-process.  Thus  our  second 
premise  adds  to  the  first  by  saying :  Not  only  is  our  life 
in  all  its  elements  a  part  of  the  world-process,  but  also  we 
ourselves  are  and  must  be  conscious  partners  and  co-work- 
ers in  that  process. 

Now  for  our  proof.  If  this  premise  be  true,  and  it  is 
beyond  dispute,  our  lives  must  be  one  continuous  contra- 
diction, or  else  our  wills  must  approve  of  the  world-process 
as  a  whole.  The  world-process  must  gain  from  our  wills 
an  absolute  reverence,  or  else  there  is  this  contradiction, 
our  wills  are  and  must  be  partners  in  a  work  that  they  de- 
spise. Human  action  is  one  complete  contradiction  in  all 
its  elements  unless  there  be  ultimately  a  complete  identity 
between  the  perfectly  ideal  world  and  the  w^orld  in  and 
with  which  we  have  to  be  partners.  Now  did  this  absolute 
contradiction  exist  there  could  be  no  longer  a  rational 
justification  for  conduct  of  any  sort.  Rationality,  as  such, 
must  be  meaningless  because  utterly  useless. 

But  let  us  state  this  last  point  more  in  detail.  To 
know,  or  to  interpret  the  world,  is  simply  one  wa}''  in 
which  our  minds  act.  Therefore  back  of  knowing  there 
is  the  will,  and  the  wall  in  leading  us  to  know  is  but  real- 
izing one  of  its  ideals.  In  fact,  its  demand  that  in  know- 
ing we  shall  act  or  know  rationally  is  an  ideal.  Hence,  if 
the  will's  ideal  be  as  such  throttled  at  the  very  start, 
knowledge  becomes  an  impossibility,  for  it  would  be  as 
absurd  to  strive  for  rationality  as  it  is  to  try  to  be  irra- 
tional. We  should  struggle  for  what  the  world  will  not 
let  us  be.  Hence  if  the  will  attempts  to  lead  us  to  knowl- 
edge, it  necessarily  presupposes  that  rationality  is  a  possi- 
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bility,  and  that  it  is  justified  in  so  presupposing,  otherwise 
we  are  from  the  start  skeptics. 

But  what  is  true  here  is  true  in  all  departments  of  life.   Without 
Life  would  be  saturated  through  and  through  with  skepti-  j^V^l^r^^zed 
cism  were   not  this  ultimate  premise  granted  our  wills,   by  skep- 
That  our  wills  do  act,  that  we  strive  to  know,  that  we  *'*^"^™' 
strive  to  bring  rationality  into  all  our  doings,  is  sufficient 
evidence,  is  complete  proof  that  our  wills  do  presuppose 
as  a  premise,  and  as  a  premise  a  priori^  this  ultimate  prin- 
ciple of  conduct. 

If  this  premise  be  disputed,  we  have  pointed  out  the 
skepticism  that  must  result,  for  we  have  shown  that  the 
will  must  make  this  presupposition,  that  it  is  a  necessary 
one.  But  perhaps  you  still  reply :  Why  is  skepticism  to  be 
rejected  thus  summarily  ?  May  not  this  new  type  of  skep- 
tic be  in  the  right? 

What !  a  skeptic  be  in  the  right  ?     If  he  he  right,  there  Volitional 
is  no  right!     Skepticism  cannot  be  proved  or  disproved;  isafabrnmi 
and  what  is  more,  cannot  be  lived  up  to.     The  very  skep-  »« Js 
tic  who  rejects  the  ideality  of  the  world  is  forced  the  next  skepticism, 
moment,  yes,  the  very  same  moment,  to  take  part  in  the 
world's  work.     He  is  forced  to  have  faith  in  that  very 
principle  which  he  doubts.     He  is  forced  to  take  sides,  to 
act  upon  the  world,  and  to  determine  its  course,  even  in 
the  very  instant  in  which  he  claims  that  he  is  unable  to 
give  it  reverence.      His  very  act  belies  and  must  belie  his 
volitional  skepticism,  just  as  did  the  intellectual  or  rational 
skeptic  belie  his  skepticism. 

Skepticism  in  the  world  of  action  is  thus  nonsense  for 
the  same  reason  that  skepticism  was  in  the  world  of  knowl- 
edge. Just  as  the  skeptic  then  had  to  assume  the  validity 
of  knowledge  to  maintain  his  position,  so  also  does  he  now 
in  the  world  of  action.  Why  be  a  skeptic  or  why  be  any- 
thing? Why  is  anything  better  or  more  worthy  of  accept- 
ance than  aught  else  ?  Why  urge  on  us  what  at  best  is  no 
better  than  what  we  had  before?     In  short,  the  skeptic 
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cannot  urge  one  particle  of  proof  or  justification  for  his 
attitude.  If  he  does  so,  he  gives  up  at  once  his  skepticism 
and  asks  us  to  listen  to  reason.  If  his  position  is  not 
rational,  if  it  admits  neither  of  proof  nor  of  disproof,  then 
we  need  pay  no  attention  to  him.  He  has  already  com- 
mitted rational  suicide,  and  the  most  that  we  can  do  for 
him  is  to  read  the  burial  office  over  his  rationality  and 
accountability. 

The  will  does,  and  the  will  must,  presuppose  an  ultimate 
harmony  between  itself,  that  is,  between  its  ideal  and  the 
world  in  whose  work  it  has  to  take  part.  This  alone 
makes  life  rational,  this  alone  makes  it  endurable  ;  whereas 
the  other  attitude  would  mean  the  complete  paralysis  of 
all  attempts  to  interpret  the  world  and  life. 

In  this  principle,  then,  we  have  one  even  more  ultimate 
than  the  principles  of  knowledge  themselves ;  for  this 
principle  lies  back  of  the  very  attempt  to  know  the  world, 
just  as  the  will  lies  back  of  all  mental  activity.  It  is  the 
principle  of  conscious  activity  as  such.  Thus  religion  lies 
at  the  back  of  life  as  a  whole  and  forms  its  ultimate  justi- 
fication ;  and  this  ultimate  justification  rests  upon  the  a 
•priori  premise  that  the  real  world  is  also  the  ideal  world. 

There  is  one  misinterpretation  of  this  principle  against 
which  the  reader  should  be  warned.  Of  course  the  doc- 
trine that  the  real  world  is  the  ideal  world  does  not  mean 
that  you  or  I  can  form  for  ourselves  a  picture  of  this  per- 
fect ideal  to  which  reality  corresponds.  We  cannot  do  it 
in  the  field  of  knowledge.  We  believe  that  a  perfectly 
rational  and  complete  system  of  judgments  would  consti- 
tute a  true  story  of  reality  ;  but  no  one  supposes  for  a 
moment  that  we  can  ever  put  together  such  a  system. 
All  that  we  can  do  is  to  tell  within  what  limits  it  must 
fall,  that  is,  how  it  is  limited  by  its  very  principles  and 
nature.  To  attain  to  the  rest  is  the  goal  that  we  try  to 
reach,  but  which  as  finite  minds  we  never  can  do  more  than 
approach  as  we  gradually  add  to  our  finite  knowledge. 
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So,  also,  in  forming  a  picture  of  the  world  as  an  ideal 
world,  we  cannot  do  this  any  more  than  we  can  write  out 
a  complete  science  of  all  nature.  As  we  can  assert  the 
ultimate  harmony  between  knowledge  and  the  world  that 
we  try  to  know,  so,  also,  can  we  assert  the  complete  har- 
mony between  the  will  and  the  world  in  which  we  have  to 
act.  The  former  proposition  does  not  mean  that  much  of 
our  knowledge  is  not  false,  that  all  must  be  true.  It 
means  that  we  always  have  the  hope  of  discovering  our 
mistakes  if  we  are  making  errors  in  our  knowledge.  It 
tells  us  that  truth  cannot,  if  thoroughly  sifted,  be  mistaken 
for  error,  or  error  for  truth.  How  far  we  shall  actually 
accomplish  our  ideals  in  life  is,  therefore,  a  very  different 
question  from  whether  they,  as  such,  admit  of  a  conceiv- 
able accomplishment. 

To  return  to  the  principle  of  the  will.  The  ideals  you 
and  I  have  are  doubtless  most  imperfect,  and  will  always 
remain  so.  Religion  must  grow  and  develop  as  does 
knowledge.  It  is  liable  to  all  the  imperfections  due  to 
the  finitude  of  man's  mind,  just  as  is  science.  The  ideal, 
then,  to  which  the  world  corresponds,  means  solely  that 
there  is  no  inherent  contradiction  in  our  living  as  such. 
The  contradictions  come  from  other  sources  and  admit  of 
a  conceivable  eradication.  In  fact,  the  whole  course  of 
the  history  of  civilization  and  of  religion  is  little  but  the 
eradicating  of  errors  that  man's  mind  has  made  and  the 
establishing  of  better  knowledge  and  better  ideals  in 
place  of  the  old  and  outgrown  ones.  This  process  must 
continue  as  long  as  history  continues.  The  will  knows 
that  as  it  progresses  toward  the  truth  the  more  perfect 
does  its  ideal  become,  and  that  the  perfect  ideal  is 
inherent  in  its  goal,  even  though  this  goal  is  beyond  the 
horizon  of  its  finite  vision.  It  knows  that  all  contradic- 
tion between  itself  and  the  world  in  which  it  lives  is 
due  to  its  own  imperfection.  It  knows  tliat  as  its  ideal 
becomes  more  perfect,  this  friction,  or  contradiction,  will 
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gradually  be  done  away.  The  will's  very  ideal,  then,  is  to 
do  away  with  the  friction.  The  will  seeks  to  conform 
itself  to  the  world.  The  world,  or  God  manifesting  him- 
self, is  not  its  enemy,  but  its  friend ;  and,  in  the  words  of 
TheSonship  religion,  God  is  its  Father.  This  is  the  doctrine  of  man's 
of  >iauan(i    gQ^gj^jp^     jjis  life  now  becomes  a  fulfillinof  of  his  Father's 

the  Fatlier-  i^  >=> 

hoodof  God.  will.  There  is  no  inherent  contradiction  between  the  two, 
for  the  very  longing  of  the  Avill  is  to  be  the  perfect  son,  to 
gain  that  sight  of  God  which  means  the  possibility  of  jier- 
fect  harmony  between  the  will  and  its  creator. 

But  all  this  is  not  forced  upon  the  will  from  without. 
The  very  unfolding  of  its  true  nature  is  the  forming  of  a 
conscious  picture  of  the  ideal,  just  as  the  complete  knowl- 
edge of  the  world  is  but  the  working  out  to  perfection  of 
the  very  life  of  the  intellect.  This  is  the  ultimate  har- 
mony between  the  mind  as  interpreter  of  the  world  and 
the  world  as  the  object  of  mind,  or  as  the  Hegelians  put 
it,  the  identity  of  thought  and  reality.  Or,  to  adopt  the 
language  of  religion,  it  is  the  dogma  that  man  is  made  in 
the  image  of  God.  Between  God  and  man  there  is  no 
inherent  contradiction ;  because  man  himself  partakes  of 
divinity,  and  his  true  self  is  to  be  godlike. 

Again,  this  principle  contains  the  essence  of  man's 
belief  in  that  complete  fatherhood  of  God  which  may  be 
called  an  all-ruling  providence.  The  will  sees  ultimately 
in  everything  the  working  out  of  a  power  that  is  ideal. 
It  may  be  that  you  and  I  cannot  see  the  why  and  the 
"wherefore  of  our  lives,  or  of  this  or  that  event  in  them. 
None  the  less  our  wills  bid  us  believe  that  no  contradic- 
tion can  ultimately  be  there.  They  bid  us  have  absolute 
and  complete  trust  in  the  world  and  all  that  its  creator 
brings  into  being  day  by  day.  Our  principle  thus  makes 
life  one  continuous  act  of  faith  and  trust  in  the  ideality  of 
the  world,  and  bids  us  grant  toward  the  world,  or  God 
whose  manifestation  it  is,  that  absolute  reverence  which 
constitutes  and  alone  can  constitute  true  worship. 


CHAPTER   L 

THE   PROBLEMS   OF   DEATH,   EVIL,    AND   SIN  ^ 

In  the  previous  chapter  we  learned  that  the  fundamental  The  prob- 
principle  of  religion  maintains  the  ideality  of  the  world,  '''™sof 

u6tith   evil 

and  we  drew  the  conclusion  that  religion  is  that  interpre-  and  sin. 
tation  of  the  world  which  tries  to  tell  the  story  of  reality 
in  accordance  with  this  principle.     Religion  tries  to  form 
an  ideal  picture  of  the  world  as  a  whole  and  to  behold  each 
event  as  a  member  of  this  ideal  system. 

As  a  consequence,  religion  is  called  upon  above  all  else 
to  reconcile  with  itself  those  elements  of  life  which  seem 
farthest  removed  from  the  ideal.  Its  problem  is  to  explain 
how  in  an  ideal  world  elements  seemingly  so  at  variance 
with  the  ideal  can  have  any  existence.  These  discordant 
elements  we  may  sum  up  under  the  three  terms,  "  death," 
"  evil,"  and  "  sin."  How  can  an  ideal  world  admit  of  death, 
evil,  and  sin  ?  Do  these  not  contradict  the  world's  being 
a  perfect  world,  a  world  deserving  absolute  reverence  ? 

One  answer  to  this  question  we  must  point  out,  but  pass  These  three 
quickly  by,  for  this  answer  is  really  no  answer  whatever,  n^jt^f^//,!'^^' 
It  has  been  denied  by  some  religions  that  evil  and  sin  exist  sions,  and 
at  all,  that  they  are  more  than  mere  delusion.     We  rid  ,Ie"au)nieet 
ourselves  of  both  the  moment  we  rid  ourselves  of  the  delu-  the  problem 
sion.     This  answer  is  no  answer  at  all,  for  the  delusion 
itself,  then,  becomes  the  evil,  and  the  delusion  surely  exists. 
Such  a  delusion  is  as  great  an  evil  while  it  exists  as  could 
be  the  real  evil  that  such  a  religion  denies.     In  short,  the 

1  Literature. 

For  a  fuller  discussion  of  the  subject  of  this  chapter  the  student  is 
referred  especially  to  :  John  Caird,  The  P^indamental  Ideas  of  Christianity. 
2  vols.     Glasgow,  1899. 
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facts  tliemselves  show  that  evil  and  sin  exist.  It  may  be 
that  we  interpret  these  facts  wrongly  and  give  them  a 
significance  that  they  do  not  deserve ;  for  if  they  be  mere 
delnsion,  we  do  wrong  to  ascribe  to  them  an  objective 
existence.  Still  they  are  just  as  great  an  evil  if  they  exist 
subjectively,  for  they  are  evils  because  of  tiieir  effect  upon 
our  minds.  Hence  as  subjective  evils  they  play  all  the 
part  ever  maintained  to  belong  to  the  objective  evil. 

It  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say  that  we  are  able  to  rid 
ourselves  of  such  purely  subjective  evil.  We  may  be  able  to 
rid  ourselves  of  it,  but  experience  shows  that  the  task  is  by 
no  moans  an  easy  one ;  for  as  a  matter  of  fact,  objective  or 
subjective,  evil  has  been  very  tenacious,  and  the  human 
race  has  done  very  little  toward  its  complete  sujjpression. 
History  is  full  of  evil  and  sin ;  and  even  though  some 
future  race  may  succeed  in  doing  what  we  fail  to  do,  still 
the  evil  that  has  been  and  is  remains  to  be  explained  and 
harmonized  with  the  belief  in  the  ideal.  The  delusion 
existing  for  a  short  time  demands  explanation  as  truly  as 
though  it  existed  for  all  time.  If  evil  be  a  blot  upon  our 
ideal,  then  the  world  that  admits  evil  in  any  form  for  any 
length  of  time  cannot  be  called  an  ideal  world.  The 
devil's  stamp  is  upon  it.  Hence,  that  religion  M'hich  treats 
evil  lightly,  which  bids  men  not  believe  in  what  is  so  man- 
ifest, can  never  hope  to  be  a  permanent  answer  to  man's 
deepest  problem.  There  is  in  this  solution  too  much  appear- 
ance of  ignoring  the  real  question  at  issue  to  carry  long- 
abiding  conviction.  Objective  or  subjective,  death,  evil,  and 
sin  are  realities  and  must  be  dealt  vsdth  as  such,  for  nothing 
will  be  gained  by  the  distinction  between  the  two  types  of 
reality.! 

1  Pessimism.  The  doctrine  that  evil  is  more  abundant  in  the  world 
than  happiness  and  pleasure  is  called  Pessimism.  As  we  have  noted  be- 
fore, there  may  be  an  absolute  pessimism  which  is  synonymous  with  athe- 
ism. Here,  however,  we  refer  to  the  other  type  of  pe.ssimism,  or  relative 
pessimism.     This  doctrine  maintains  simply  that  at  one  time,  period,  or 
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Death  is.     How  should  religion  interpret  it  ?     At  once   l  Death. 
we  shall  hear  the  answer :  "  Death  destroys  only  the  body,   Ourprobiem 
not  the  soul.     After  death  comes  a  life  beyond  the  grave,  ^.'*®  a  deeper 
a  better  life  even  than  the  one  here  on  earth."     But  the  tSthar^ 
question  to  Avhich  this  is  an  answer  belongs,  as  we  have   tliir'""'^" 
already  maintained,  within  the  field  of  science,  and  facts 
alone  will  enable  us  to  give  it  a  settled  answer. 

But  it  is  not  the  question  ultimately  at  issue.  Even 
though  we  prove  that  a  life  beyond  the  grave  awaits  every 
child  of  man,  and  animal  too  if  you  will,  are  we  really  any 
nearer  the  complete  answer  to  our  question  than  when  we 
started  out?  Grant  that  there  is  a  life  after  death,  is  that 
life  in  turn  immortal  ?  How,  by  any  empirical  evidence, 
can  we  look  forward  into  all  eternity ;  for,  remember,  reli- 
gion deals  not  with  the  finite  time  or  the  finite  event  as 
such,  but  with  the  finite  event  as  a  member  of  an  infinite 
system  ?  Religion  has  to  answer  for  the  world  as  a  whole, 
for  eternity. 

What,  then,  is  the  truly  religious  problem  of  death  ?     It  Our  life 
is  this.     We  demand  for  our  life  an  eternal  meaning.     If  !fn"ete^rnai 
you  and  I  are  to  take  part  in  the  world's  work,  we  demand  worth,  or 
that  the  part  which  we  take  retain  its  significance  for  all  ^''^""^s* 
time :  otherwise,  what  reason  can  be  given  why  we  should 
seriously  take  part  at  all  ?     If  we  build  only  to  have  all 
that  is  finished  destroyed  forever,  why  should  we  build  at 
all  ?     Such  a  picture  of  life  would  make  it  a  meaningless 
play  of  events,  like  children  building  sand-castles  on  the 
seashore  which  the  next  tide  will  wash  away.     That  is, 

place,  evil  is  more  abundant  than  happiness.  This  theory  is  clearly  not 
a  philosophical  one,  but  is  quite  empirical  and  can  be  reconciled  with  any 
philosophical  view  the  moment  such  a  philosophy  admits  the  existence  of 
evil,  for  evil  during  very  short  intervals  at  least  is  doubtless  more  abun- 
dant than  happiness.  Hence  as  philosophers,  we  shall  neglect  any  further 
discussion  of  relative  pessimism.  The  reader  is  referred  to  tiie  interesting 
discussion  of  the  question  in  Paulsen's  System  of  Ethics,  the  cliapter 
on  Pessimism.  Also  to  the  same  author's  Schopenhauer,  Hamlet,  Mcphis- 
topheles  :  Zur  Naturgeschichte  des  Pessimismus.     2d  ed.    1902. 
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we  should  be  led  back  into  the  veiy  skepticism  from  ^vhich 
our  firet  principle  rescued  us.  If  we  are  to  act,  and  if  our 
acts  are  to  have  an  absolute  justitication,  then  our  lives 
must  be  a  real  part  of  that  inlinite  and  eternal  system,  the 
ideal  world.  They  must  be  more  than  mere  events  that 
come  and  go,  without  any  significance  extending  beyond 
the  few  years  in  which  they  have  their  being.  For  us  to 
take  an  earnest  part  in  life,  life  must  have  an  eternal  mean- 
ing. This  is  the  religious  principle  of  immortality.  Our 
lives  must  be  granted  eternal  worth ;  and  we  must  feel 
that  as  we  live  and  work,  we  are  doing  so  for  eternity. 
There-  But  you  ask  :   What  has  all  this  to  do  with  death?    We 

lation  of        reply :  It  has  much  to  do  with  it.     Before  you  and  I  are 

this  axiom  .  . 

to  the  belief  in  a  position  to  answer  anything  whatsoever  concerning 
toii^'^'^'"  the  facts  beyond  the  grave,  we  can  answer  the  ultimate 
question  at  issue  ;  for  we  do  not  depend  upon  this  or  that 
chance  fact  turning  up  in  our  experience  in  order  to  give 
the  answer.  We  have  at  hand  a  principle  that  tells  us 
all  that  we  need  ultimately  to  know  in  order  to  ascribe 
to  life  eternal  significance  and  in  order  to  meet  death  with 
complete  trust  in  the  ideality  of  things  and  of  life.  No 
matter  how  the  question  of  the  grave  be  answered,  we  are 
not  dependent  upon  that  answer.  Life  for  us  is  of  su- 
preme value.  Life  is  to  be  lived  to  the  full.  Life  takes 
a  part,  an  eternal  part,  in  that  universal  life  of  God,  and  by 
the  part  thus  taken  wins  an  eternal  meaning  and  in  that 
sense  an  immortality.  Death  for  us,  then,  is  not  necessa- 
rily a  contradiction  to  our  complete  faith  and  trust  in  God. 
If  in  the  divine  order  of  things  life  is  not  to  continue 
beyond  our  earthly  days,  then  ultimately  well  and  good. 
An  ideal  universe  does  not  need  that  continuance  to  make 
it  ideal.  Such  will  be  our  belief,  hard  as  it  may  be  to  live 
up  to.  If  our  lives  are  needed,  they  will  continue ;  if 
not,  they  will  not  continue.  Either  fits  into  our  ultimate 
faith  without  necessarily  contradicting  it. 

In  other  words,  this  principle  does  not  claim  for  us  im- 
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mortality  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  that  term.  It  leaves  it 
an  open  question  for  either  science  to  answer  by  searching 
out  evidence  or  religion  to  answer  by  constructing  the 
most  exalted  ideal  that  our  finite  minds  enable  us  to  form. 
The  philosophy  of  the  scientific  problem  of  immortality 
we  have  already  considered.  Regarding  the  purely  reli- 
gious problem,  we  can  say  but  little  without  departing  too 
far  from  the  problems  alone  properl}'-  belonging  to  philoso- 
phy. Of  course  man  seems  to  demand  for  himself  a  life 
beyond  death,  and  to  regard  his  annihilation  at  death  as  a 
contradiction  of  an  ideal  world-order  ;  but  whether  or  not 
this  religious  interpretation  of  life  be  final,  is  a  matter  for 
the  religion  of  the  future,  and  not  for  philosoph}^  to  settle. 

However,  there  is  a  further  element  in  the  problem  that  its  implied 
does  belong  to  philosophy.    Does  not  the  very  term  "  ideal  "  gternaMi'fe* 
force  upon  us  the  belief  in  an  eternal  consciousness  for  of  God. 
whom  the  world  can  be  ideal  ?     This  question  is  evidently 
parallel  to  that  other  question  which  we  had  to  ask  in  the 
theory  of  knowledge.     If  the  interpretation  of  the  facts  as 
well  as  the  facts  themselves  forms  an  ultimate  element  of 
reality,  must  we  not  assume  along  with  the  eternal  succes- 
sion of   facts  their  complete  interpretation  ?     So  here,  if 
the  world  as  an  object  upon  which  we  consciously  act  is 
an  ideal  world,  must  there  not  be  eternally  present  in  it 
that   element  which  alone   can   make   it   an  ideal  world, 
namely,  an  acting  will?     This  eternally  acting  will  would 
be  called  God's  will. 

This  problem  again  is  a  very  abstract  one,  and  therefore 
carries  with  it  all  the  suspicion,  danger  of  error,  and  liabil- 
ity to  be  misunderstood  that  such  problems  always  involve. 
In  the  theory  of  knowledge  our  statement  amounted  to 
saying:  The  ultimate  fact  revealed  to  our  minds  as  we 
look  at  the  world  is  mind  interpreting  an  object.  Now  our 
statement  amounts  to  saying :  The  ultimate  fact  is  mind 
striving  to  realize  its  ideal.  We  could  not  divorce  the  in- 
terpretation of  the  world  from  the  facts  thereby  interpreted. 
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No  matter  how  tar  we  niiglit  carry  our  abstraction,  a  mere 
fact  with  nothing-  more  to  it  wouhl  not  leave  us  something 
that  eoukl  stand  b}^  itself  and  so  form  the  conclusion  of 
our  abstraction.  The  mere  fact  or  object  of  interpreta- 
tion needed,  for  it  itself  to  exist,  the  interpreting  mind  to 
stand  by  its  side.  So  here  in  religion  the  ultimate  fact  is 
not  a  mere  fact  divorced  from  all  else.  It  is  an  object 
that  has  side  by  side  with  it  a  will  modifying  it.  In  the 
one  case  interpretation  was  ultimate.  In  this  case  a  will 
realizing  its  ideal  is  ultimate. 

But  do  not  let  this  abstract  view  be  misunderstood  in 
one  way.  It  does  not  assert  that  you  or  I,  or  any  other 
finite  will  must  always  continue  to  be,  any  more  than  the 
theory  of  knowledge  made  out  of  the  individual  mind 
interpreting  its  object  a  universal  mind.  This  will,  too, 
must  be  universal.  It  is  the  Infinite  Will.  Our  doctrine 
maintains  that  the  world,  as  a  whole,  must  be  looked  upon 
as  a  will,  realizing  its  ideals.  But  here,  again,  there  is  a 
danger  to  be  avoided.  This  principle  does  not  assert  more 
than  the  bare  element  left  by  abstracting  all  other  ele- 
ments. It  is  simply  an  attempt  to  describe  a  high  abstrac- 
tion, and  in  one  way  means  that  we  can  picture  God  as  a 
will  like  ours,  not,  however,  that  we  ascribe  to  God  liter- 
ally a  will  in  the  sense  that  our  psychology  uses  the  term. 
It  means  our  ultimate  inability  to  divorce  by  abstraction 
the  interpretation  from  the  object  interpreted  and  likewise 
the  ideal  from  the  object  in  which  it  is  being  realized. 

All  this  does  not  prove  your  mind  or  my  mind  to  be 
immortal  ;  but  it  does  compel  us  to  believe  that  our  finite 
struggle  to  realize  this  or  that  ideal  has  as  a  counterpart 
an  infinite  struggle,  and  further,  that  our  finite  struggle 
and  the  infinite  struggle  belong  together,  that  the  finite 
struggle  is  a  member  of  the  infinite  struggle.  To  put  the 
matter  in  another  way.  Even  though  you  and  I  pass 
away,  the  work  that  we  are  doing  belongs  to  an  infinite 
work  and  will  therefore  be    continued.     It  does  not  say 
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whether  this  must  mean  that  you  and  I  will  go  on  with  the 
work  in  another  life  or  not ;  but  it  does  say  that  the  world 
could  not  be  an  ideal  world  if  our  life,  that  is,  the  realiz- 
ing of  our  ideals,  were  really  annihilated  by  our  death. 
Our  life  in  the  sense  of  the  realizing  of  what  is  truly  and 
rightly  the  perfect  ideal  of  our  life  must  be  thought  of 
as  ever  continuing.  Otherwise  we  are  forced  into  a  con- 
tradiction of  the  ultimate  principle. 

No  doubt  to  most  this  abstract  life  will  seem  a  very  poor 
substitute  for  the  concrete  life  in  the  body;  but  we  do 
not  mean  it  to  be  any  such  substitute,  for  we  do  not  mean 
by  this  abstraction  more  than  the  working  out  of  our  ulti- 
mate principle  for  all  that  it  is  worth.  As  a  religion 
it  is  not  worth  much,  because  religion  needs  more  than 
mere  abstractions  to  make  up  its  content,  just  as  science 
needs  more  than  the  mere  abstract  principles  of  mathema- 
tics and  abstract  mechanics  and  the  law  of  causation  in 
order  really  to  be  science.  Religion,  then,  will  go  on  to 
seek  a  concrete  presentation  of  an  ideal  world  in  accord- 
ance with  this  principle.  Just  how  it  will  be  worked  out, 
philosophy  cannot  tell.  But  philosophy  does  demand  that 
whatever  be  the  concrete  doctrine  of  religion,  it  shall 
assure  man  that  his  life  has  an  eternal  worth  and  an 
eternal  continuance,  at  least  in  as  far  as  that  life  is  the 
working  out  of  the  perfect  ideal. 

To  pass  to  our  second  problem,  namely,  that  of  evil.  Evil  ii.  Evil. 
exists,  that  is,  evil  in  the  sense  of  pain  and  sorrow,  suffer- 
ing and  misery.  Pain  we  cannot  look  upon  as  something 
that  deserves  to  be.  We  cannot  reverence  suffering  as 
such;  and  consequently  we  are  forced,  at  first  sight,  to 
regard  pain  as  a  blot  upon  reality.  Can  religion  reconcile 
the  existence  of  evil  and  the  ideality  of  the  world  ?  What 
will  be  the  principle  in  accordance  with  which  this  recon- 
ciliation can  be  accomplished?  This  is  our  next  pliilo- 
sophical  problem. 

Pain,  as  we  know,  is  that  element  in  the  object  or  the 
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Evil  world  which  the  will  tries  to  annihilate.     Or,  to  use  the 

necessary       {Qim  ^'  evil,"  evil  is  that  element  in  the  world  against  which 
wills  the  will  struggles.      In  short,  the  very  struggle  of  the 

struggle  ;  ^^^  depends  upon  the  existence  of  evil.  In  a  world  with- 
out evil  there  need  be  no  attempt  for  the  will  to  realize 
its  ideal ;  and  therefore  a  world  without  evil  would  mean 
that  the  will  had  reached  its  absolute  goal  and  that  its  life 
had  ceased.  But  against  such  a  view  it  may  be  said:  We 
make  the  world  a  mere  type  of  treadmill  to  keep  the  will 
busy,  for  evil  is  justified  simply  as  an  instrument  to  give  us 
something  to  do.  Such  would  no  doubt  be  a  fair  conclu- 
sion if  our  argument  stopped  at  this  point,  but  there  remains 
a  second  part.  We  have  shown  that  evil  is  essential  to 
the  will's  activity;  we  must  now  show  that  the  will's 
activity  is  itself  essential  to  an  ideal  world, 
and  struggle  Remember  that  we  have  before  us  as  a  problem  the  jus- 
tiai°ei?men't  tification  of  the  existence  of  evil  in  an  ideal  world.  Why 
of  the  ideal  the  world  should  be  ideal,  why  it  is  not  enough  for  the 
world  to  be  merely  a  real  world,  a  world  toward  which  our 
wills  are  in  no  way  called  upon  to  take  any  attitude  what- 
ever, this  is  an  absurd  question.  Just  as  well  might  we 
ask :  Why  cannot  our  world  be  intuited  directly  by  us  in 
such  a  way  that  we  do  not  have  to  interpret  it  through 
judgments  ?  Such  a  question  is  absurd  because  it  does  not 
admit  of  a  conceivable  answer.  It  takes  us  entirely  out- 
side of  the  limits  within  which  all  questions  as  such  have 
to  be  answered.  Thus  as  a  question  it  is  meaningless. 
To  apply  all  this  to  the  question  in  hand  :  We  can  never 
tell  why  the  world  should  be  an  ideal  world.  It  is  an 
ultimate  truth  that  we  will,  that  we  do  take  an  attitude 
of  reverence  or  the  opposite  toward  the  objects  of  the 
world.  It  is  a  fact  that  for  us  to  live  means  to  struggle, 
to  attempt  to  realize  ideals.  It  is  within  this  ultimate 
interpretation  of  reality,  or  view  of  the  facts,  all  other 
interpretation  must  be  given.  We  know  as  an  ultimate 
piece  of  knowledge  that  the  world  is  presented  as  a  seat 


world, 
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of  struggle,  that  it  has  significance  for  us  only  as  a  seat 
of  struggle,  that  it  can  be  an  ideal  world  only  because  our 
wills  can  take  an  attitude  of  reverence  toward  it. 

Now  the  question  becomes,  What  is  it  ultimately  that  for  it  is  the 
our  wills  reverence  ?     Is  it  the  ideal  accomplished  or  is  it  ^^^sgi*'  ^^ 

1  ^  T   1  •  ,•    ,  1  such  our 

rather  the  actual  accomplishing  of  the  ideal?  The  accom-  wills 
plished  ideal,  if  it  did  not  lead  on  to  a  new  battle,  would  '■'^^'^'■*^'^'=^- 
be  for  us  the  cessation  of  struggle,  and  that  would  mean  of 
life  itself.  We  need  to  struggle,  for  to  struggle  is  to  live, 
and  not  to  struggle  would  be  eternal  death.  Back  of  this 
ultimate  need  of  life  itself  we  cannot  go.  It  is  an  ulti- 
mate need,  without  which  life  loses  not  only  its  signifi- 
cance but  ceases  to  be  life  at  all.  This,  then,  alone  can  be 
the  justification  called  for  by  our  question.  We  need  evil, 
for  evil  is  essential  to  life's  struggle,  and  life's  struggle  is 
life.  The  Nirvana  in  which  the  struggle  had  ceased  would 
mean  to  us  the  cessation  of  all  life,  and  with  it  the  cessa- 
tion of  all  meaning  and  so  of  all  ideality  in  the  world. 
The  ideal  world,  then,  must  be  a  world  in  which  ideals  are 
realizing,  not  a  world  in  which  a  will  as  such  has  no 
place. 

The  problem  becomes  harder  as  we  turn  from  that  of  in.  Sin. 
evil  to  that  of  sin.     By  sin  we  mean  our  conscious  failure  The  prob- 
to  realize  our  true  ideal.     How  can  such  failures  on  the  ^®'"- 
part  of  the  will  to  accomplish  its  true  task,  or  to  win  in  its 
own   struggle,  be  possible  in  an  ideal  world?     How  can 
there  be  room  in  an  ideal  world  for  the  sinful  will  ?     Is 
not  sin,  not  in  degree  but  in  kind,  a  far  different  picture 
from  evil  ?     Evil  can  give  the  will  its  task,  but  sin  signi- 
fies actual  failure. 

How  is  the  reconciliation  to  be  accomplished?  Were 
the  individual  sinful  will  all,  then  no  doubt  such  a  world 
could  not  be  ideal.  But  the  individual  sinful  will  is  not 
all,  for  the  world  as  a  whole  is  ideal,  and  is  not  as  a  whole 
sinful.  Sin  belongs  to  the  finite,  not  to  the  infinite ;  and 
somehow  this  truth  must  contain  the  reconciliation.     An 
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Sin  is  (liio  to 
our  till iuidi', 
and  this  is 
an  ultiiiiiite 
and  tlioFf- 
fore  in- 
explicable 
element  of 
reality. 


Redemption. 
Man  is  both 
finite  and 
infinite;  as 
the  latter  he 
can  find 
alone  in  God 
the  complete 
satisfaction 
of  his  ideals. 


ideal  world  must  be  shown  to  admit  the  presence  of  sin  in 
the  finite  object. 

Now  the  solution  of  this  problem  is  very  similar  to  the 
answer  of  the  question  :  How  in  a  world  of  truth  can 
there  exist  the  ignorance  and  error  of  our  finite  minds? 
They  start  out  to  accomplish  a  task  that  is  really  inlinite, 
namely,  the  complete  interpretation  of  reality,  but  they  must 
fall  short  of  the  attainment  of  this  ideal  because  of  their 
very  finitude.  So,  also,  our  wills.  They,  too,  start  out 
with  the  task  of  realizing  the  perfect  ideal,  of  subduing 
evil  completely ;  but  for  finite  wills  the  task  is  impossible, 
and  sin  is  thus  only  the  consciousness  of  the  will's  finitude 
and  resulting  failure. 

Our  problem  then  becomes  solely  this  :  How  can  the 
finite  exist  in  the  infinite?  The  question  again  takes  us 
beyond  all  possible  explanation,  for  all  explanation  must 
start  out  with  the  finite,  as  we  saw  in  our  study  of  the 
principles  of  reality.  In  short,  we  must  accept  sin  as  we 
did  evil,  as  belonging  as  such  to  an  ideal  world.  Both  are 
inexplicable  because  they  would  have  to  be  interpreted  in 
terms  of  themselves.  Our  principle  then  is  forced  to 
recognize  both  as  ultimate  elements  in  an  ideal  world  and 
to  charge  the  very  attempt  to  explain  them  with  being 
nonsense.  Thus  philosophy  answers  both  questions  by 
ruling  them  out  of  court.  They  are  unanswerable ;  that 
means  they  are  not  valid  questions.  The  problem  of  man's 
life  must,  therefore,  fall  within  and  not  without  these 
ultimate  situations,  and  must  therefore  be  answered  in 
terms  of  a  world  containing  both  sin  and  evil. 

There  remains  one  more  doctrine  to  mention  here,  that 
of  redemption,  which  arises  out  of  this  ultimate  interpreta- 
tion of  life.  The  individual  will,  unable  to  escape  the 
bounds  of  its  finitude  but  yet  possessed  with  ideals  that 
demand  infinity,  can  find  its  sole  ultimate  satisfaction  not 
in  self  but  in  the  infinite.  The  self  is  sinful,  God  is  holy. 
Therefore,  in  God  alone  can  man  find  the  satisfaction  of 
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his  ideals.  If  he  depend  wholly  upon  his  o\A'n  life,  that 
life  must  be  a  complete  disappointment,  and  his  ultimate 
verdict  must  be,  "  I  am  sinful."  As  knowing  and  willing 
creatures  we  are  finite,  and  our  da3^s  must  be  passed  in  sin 
and  ignorance.  Thus  the  existence  of  the  perfect  inter- 
pretation of  reality  and  the  perfect  accomplishment  of  the 
ideal  forms  the  means  of  reconciling  our  finite  ability  Avith 
our  infinite  longing.  Man  is  not  sufficient  unto  himself. 
To  make  his  life  complete  he  must  seek  to  find  in  God's  life 
his  redemption. 

It  is  in  accordance  with  these  abstract  principles  that  Concii^- 
religion  must  seek  for  the  concrete  reconciliation  of  man's  *'""' 
imperfect  mortal  life  with  the  ideals  of  his  will.  No 
doubt  as  his  knowledge  is  but  imperfect  and  can  fulfil 
but  very  imperfectly  the  demands  of  its  principles,  so  also 
will  his  religion  be  imperfect.  The  principles  demand  a 
perfect  reconciliation,  whereas  man  can  give  but  the  imper- 
fect one  of  the  finite  mind.  Yet  back  of  all  there  lies  the 
belief  in  truth  as  such ;  for,  as  there  is  a  perfect  interpre- 
tation of  reality  toward  which  we  as  scientists  strive,  so 
also  is  there  a  perfect  reconciliation  between  the  real  and 
the  ideal,  toward  which  our  religion  strives.  Of  this 
much,  the  very  principles  that  govern  and  have  to  govern 
our  interpretation  assure  us,  and  assure  us  absolutely.  Of 
this  ultimate  faith  in  the  world,  the  disappointments  of 
the  finite  life  cannot  rob  us ;  for,  as  the  justification  of  life, 
it  can  never  be  lost  sight  of  while  we  remain  rational 
creatures. 


CHAPTER   LI 

A    CRITIQUE    OF    RELIGION  ^ 

The  Field  "VViTH  all  or  almost  all  the  foregoing  chapters  as  premises, 

/  eagwn.  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  -^^  ^  position  to  discuss  two  important  prob- 
lems that  together  may  be  said  to  make  up  a  critique  of  re- 
ligion. These  problems  are,  first,  the  true  field  of  religion, 
and,  secondly,  the  warfare  between  science  and  religion. 
The  two  are  ultimately  one  problem. 
Science  and  We  have  secn  that  religion  has  before  it  a  problem 
Re  igion         quite  distinct  from  that  of  science.     If  this  were  not  so, 

complemen-     ^  ' 

tary.  then  religion  could  be  merely  a  popular,  traditional,  and 

outlived  science,  and  must  ultimately  give  place  to  its 
stronger  rival.  But  we  have  argued  that  the  essential 
problem  of  religion  is  one  that  is  not,  and  cannot  be, 
included  in  the  problem  of  science.  On  the  contrary,  the 
very  attempt,  as  such,  to  solve  the  problems  of  science,  pre- 
supposes the  answer  to  more  fundamental  problems.  Be- 
fore the  will  undertakes  the  task  of  science,  the  principles 
of  its  activity  must  be  granted  it ;  and  these  are  ultimately 
the  principles  of  religion,  the  principles  of  the  ideal.  In 
short,  the  interpretation  of  the  real  presupposes  ideals,  and 
these  in  turn  those  ultimate  ideals,  the  ideals  of  the  infi- 
nite, that  according  to  our  definition  constitute  religion. 

1  Literature. 

For  the  controversy  between  science  and  religion,  consult :  A  History 
of  the  Warfare  of  Science  with  Theologj'  in  Christendom,  by  A.  D.  White. 
New  York,  1890. 

History  of  the  Conflict  between  Science  and  Religion,  by  J.  W.  Draper. 
4th  ed.     New  York,  1875. 

Cf.  also  James,  Varieties  of  Religious  Experience. 
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Now  it  is  true,  historically  speaking,  that  religion  has  Historically 
not  stood  merely  for  these  ultimate  ideals  ;  but  we  firmlv  ^i"^''>'^'"e' 

.  "      the  two 

believe  that  the  essential  element  of  religion  has  ever  been  iiave  been, 
made  up  of  them.  It  is  a  law  of  evolution  that  the  early  bit  slowly"' 
state  of  any  developing  structure  lacks  the  complexity  and  differentiat- 
definiteness  of  parts,  or  differentiation  of  organs,  that  the  sefverfrom 
same  structure  possesses  in  its  highest  stage.  The  ovum,  "ne  another, 
from  which  the  animal  develops,  has  not  the  division  of 
organs,  and  with  them  the  division  of  labor,  that  the 
mature  creature  possesses.  This  same  law  holds  of  reli- 
gion and  science.  Religion,  historically  speaking,  cannot 
always,  in  fact  can  seldom,  be  differentiated  from  science. 
The  sharp  separation  of  the  two  that  our  philosophical  dis- 
cussion presupposes  exists  as  a  fact  even  to-day,  only  in  the 
mind  of  those  carefully  and  philosophically  trained.  The 
church,  the  clergy,  and  people  have  only  here  and  there 
differentiated  the  problems  of  religion  from  those  of 
science.  In  the  case  of  the  Roman  Church  we  find  it  still 
a  guardian  of  mediaeval  philosophy  and  science,  and  feeling 
itself  responsible  for  this  great  mass  of  scientific  interpre- 
tation. But  not  only  does  the  Roman  Church  do  this ; 
much  the  same  ma}'  be  said  of  Protestantism.  The  church 
feels  itself  called  upon  to  maintain  and  to  defend  scien- 
tific conclusions  concerning  the  historical  events  recorded 
in  the  Bible,  and  concerning  the  authorship  and  genesis 
of  the  writings  therein  contained.  Likewise,  it  feels  itself 
responsible  for  a  philosophy  that  will  serve  as  a  rational 
justification  of  the  various  dogmas  which  it  teaches.  Yes, 
we  may  even  go  farther  and  add  that,  for  many  conservative 
communities,  the  Bible  and  the  church  are  still  the  teach- 
ers of  much  of  the  science  that  they  possess. 

All  this  is  true  enough,  but  still  it  is  only  half  of  the  The  hisfory 
truth.     Since  the  days  of  the  thirteenth  century  there  has  IJ,,,';";'',,,,,, 
been  going  on  a  gradual  process  of  differentiation  between  Ji|;|.|;  'l'"'!^ 
the  problems  of  science  and  those  of  religion,  and  this  ^.p„,„ry. 
differentiation  is  proceeding  rapidly  to-day.     At  first  the 
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church  opposed  the  study  of  nature  altogether.  Later  it 
admitted  Aristotle's  writings,  and  with  them  allowed  to 
enter  the  thoughts  of  her  children  a  problem  that  had  to 
prove  revolutionary.  In  the  days  of  the  Renascence  the 
church  did  all  in  her  power  to  prevent  the  adoption  of  the 
Copernican  theory,  and  in  short  felt  herself  responsible  for 
the  science  of  astronomy.  Those  days  went  by  ;  and  that 
they  did  go  by,  means  simply  that  one  more  problem  was 
separated  from  religion  and  handed  over  to  science. 

However,  the  controversy  should  not  be  charged  against 
religion  more  than  it  is  charged  against  science.  We  must 
remember  that  you  cannot  raise  charges  against  religion  till 
religion  is  far  enough  differentiated  from  other  forces  to  be 
dealt  with  by  itself.  The  powers  that  persecuted  Galileo 
were  religious,  but  were  also  many  other  things  besides,  in- 
cluding as  they  did  the  scientific  and  political  body  of  the 
day.  The  struggles  of  the  Renascence  and  general  Refor- 
mation were  the  growing  pains  not  merely  of  religion  but 
of  science,  of  morality,  of  art  and  politics.  The  resistance 
was  due  to  the  undeveloped  thought  and  civilization  of 
the  times,  not,  however,  to  any  one  power  on  which  you 
and  I  can  now  place  our  finger  and  call  religion.  Men, 
not  a  mere  abstraction  like  a  type  of  truth,  were  causing 
the  resistance  ;  and  when  the  men  changed,  the  truths  they 
held  changed ;  and  the  world's  problems  thereby  went 
through  a  new  stage  of  differentiation. 

To  pass  quickly  along  the  path  of  history,  another  great 
differentiation  takes  place  in  the  nineteenth  century.  We 
refer  to  the  Darwinian  doctrine  of  evolution.  Before  Dar- 
winism gained  its  victory,  the  church  felt  itself  respon- 
sible for  a  particular  theory  of  animal  and  plant  creation. 
That  new  stage  passed ;  the  church  is,  or  will  be,  ready  to 
let  science  go  its  way,  and  to  renounce  all  responsibility  in 
biological  matters. 

To-day  we  are  in  the  midst  of  a  new  struggle.  There 
has  arisen  the  critical  study  of  the  origin  and  genesis  of 
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the  books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,  and  therefore 
also  of  the  origin  and  genesis  of  both  the  Jewish  and 
Christian  religions.  The  church  feels  itself  responsible 
for  definite  views  on  these  subjects,  and  as  ever  before 
feels  that  religion  herself  is  at  stake.  The  historian  of 
civilization  will  doubtless  smile  at  the  anxiety  and  see 
simply  one  more  growing  pain  added  to  the  long  list.  No 
doubt  the  critical  students  are  right  in  principle,  no  matter 
what  they  may  be  in  the  detail  of  their  conclusions ;  and 
no  doubt  the  church  will  learn  that  it  can  give  the  biblical 
critic  and  religious  historian  the  same  freedom  it  has  given 
the  astronomer  and  geologist. 

What  the  next  struggle  will  be,  we  are  not  prepared  to  say. 
Perhaps  psychology  will  have  its  turn,  and  the  doctrine  of 
immortality  especially  may  be  called  into  the  struggle. 

But  all  such  questions  aside,  what  is  the  significance  of 
the  great  movement  beginning  in  the  thirteenth  century 
and  differentiating  religion  from  science  ?  There  can  be 
but  one  answer  for  the  philosopher  who  accepts  our  prem- 
ises. Religion  and  science  have  two  distinct  problems  to 
answer,  and  these  two  great  types  of  interpretation  must 
therefore  become  further  and  further  differentiated  as 
civilization  and  human  thought  progress. 

If  our  philosophy  and  our  interpretation  of  history  are    (t)  The 
sound,  both  religfion  and  science  have  some  things  to  learn,  trui-ofticoof 
The  leaders  in  religious  thought  and  church  government  her  duty  to 
must  learn  what  ultimately  belongs  to  science  and  what  f,''j,'*^|j'|',"°" 
does  not.      If  mistakes  are  made,  they  are  probably  the  zaiion. 
result  of   claiming  what  belongs  to  another.      Whether 
we  like  it  or  not,  a  great  mass  of  doctrine  still  held  to  te- 
naciously by  the  church  really  belongs  to  science,  and  some 
day  will  be  peaceably  or  forcibly  taken  away.     No  man  or 
set  of  men  can  withstand  the  mighty  stream  of  liistory; 
and  therefore  our  religious  leaders  are  called  upon  to-day, 
as  perhaps  they  never  were  before  in  the  world's  history, 
to  adapt  their  sacred  charge  to  the  new  environment. 
2  I 
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The  work  of  religion  is  to  give  man  the  ultimate  ideals 
for  which  lie  shall  live,  to  show  him  the  meaning  and  des- 
tiny of  his  life,  to  reconcile  him  to  the  evil,  the  sorrow 
and  disappointment  that  life  has  in  store  for  all,  to  give 
him  ideals  and  inspiration  to  overcome  these  obstacles,  to 
save  him  from  the  power  of  sin,  to  renew  in  him  an  enthu- 
siasm for  righteousness,  and  finally  to  fill  his  heart  with 
that  love  and  trust  in  the  infinite  order  of  things  which 
alone  can  make  him  a  son  of  God  and  can  bring  his  finite 
life  into  harmony  with  the  infinite  life  of  God. 

To  do  her  work  well  religion  needs  science,  needs  the 
results  of  science,  needs  all  the  help  that  science  can  bring 
her.  But  religion  is  not  called  upon  to  be  science,  to 
assume  in  any  way  a  responsibility  for  the  conclusions  that 
science  reaches.  Religion  is  to  seek  the  aid  of  science, 
but  never  to  tyrannize  over  science.  Truth  is  truth,  and 
a  love  for  truth  is  itself  an  element  of  religion.  How  dare 
she  that  is  called  upon  one  moment  to  teach  this  love  of 
the  truth  the  next  moment  forbid  man  to  reverence  and  be 
faithful  to  that  love  ?  No,  let  science  go  her  way  and  let 
religion  gratefully  accept  in  her  work  all  the  help  that 
science  can  give  her.  Let  religion  not  be  disturbed  be- 
cause one  after  the  other  traditional  anachronous  scientific 
dogmas  that  were  once  so  intimately  associated  with  her 
faith  have  now  to  be  separated  from  her. 

No  doubt  as  these  great  changes,  these  stages  in  the 
growth  of  civilization,  come  upon  us,  religion  is  presented 
with  a  harder  and  harder  task  to  fulfill.  No  doubt  her 
leaders  must  be  men  of  greater  caliber  than  in  the  days 
when  their  work  was  merely  to  uphold  a  tradition.  No 
doubt  as  man  comes  to  know  better  and  better  the  world 
in  which  he  lives,  the  older  superstitions  and  errors  that 
gave  some  men  an  easy  leadership  over  their  fellow-men 
will  be  taken  from  them.  No  doubt  progress  in  civiliza- 
tion means  a  democratic  community,  and  in  a  democratic 
community  leadership  is  a  harder  task  than  in  the  more 
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primitive  society.  The  superstitions  of  an  earlier  day 
could  drive  men  to  subjection;  but  men  truly  freed  from 
superstition  can  no  longer  be  led  by  fear  but  only  by  those 
soul-compelling  ideals  whose  power  to  inspire  can  never 
pass  away,  because  life  itself  would  first  have  to  cease. 

But  what  is  the  philosophical  meaning  of  all  this  ?     We  The  idea  of 
may  put  it  in  one  sentence.     Religion  must  revolutionize  *^^  ^"P^""" 
her  notion  of  the  supernatural.     Religion  is  supernatural  Tu?"! 
and  must  always  be  such,  but  man's  notion  of  the  super-  revolution- 
natural  is  surely  changing.      The  supernatural  dare  no  ''''^' 
longer  mean  truths  contradicting  the  canons  of  science. 
The   laws   of    causation,    the   conservation   of    mass   and 
motion,  must  hold  true   the  world  over,  or   else  science 
must   stop   short   and   give  up  her   task.     Nowhere   can 
science  admit  exceptions  to  her  ultimate  canons ;  and  the 
moment  a  demand  is  directly  or  indirectly  made  that  she 
shall,  that  moment  a  contest  must  begin  in  which  the  phi- 
losopher will  place  his  wager  on  the  side  of  science.     The 
supernatural  does  not  have  to  do  with  some  part,  or  section, 
of  the  universe.     It  is  not  an  Olympus.    The  supernatural 
deals  with  all  the  world.     The  supernatural  differs  from 
the  natural  as  the  real  differs  from  the  ideal.     In  fact,  the 
supernatural  is   to  mean    the   ideal   and   only  the  ideal. 
But  why  then   call  it  supernatural  ?     "  Why  ? "  do  you 
ask  ?     Because  the  ideal  precedes  and  governs  our  inter- 
pretation of  the  real.     The  real  gains  its  significance  only 
from  the  ideal  presupposed  by  it. 

Therefore,  to  those  who  think  our  critique  harsher 
against  historic  religion  than  against  the  leaders  of  science, 
we  reply,  so  much  the  greater  honor  to  religion.  Of  the 
two  religion  should  be  the  leader.  Religion  must  be  back 
of  all  life,  and,  therefore,  back  of  science.  Alas !  then,  if 
her  leaders  so  far  forget  their  most  noble  office  that  they 
drive  the  scientist,  whom  they  should  inspire,  into  open 
rebellion.  Science  demands  her  constitutional  rights  and 
will  insist  upon  having  them.     Our  critique  then  presup- 
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poses  that  the  true  ollice  of  religion  is  the  noblest  and 
highest  in  the  whole  realm  of  life ;  and,  therefore,  twice 
great  is  the  crime  of  unfaithful  leadership. 

But  the  leader  in  religious  thought  has  right  enough  to 
complain  against  science  ;  and  it  is  the  philosopher's  office 
to  judge  justly  between  the  two.  In  the  name  of  science 
religion  has  been  greatly  sinned  against.  Scientists  have 
over  and  over  again  held  up  to  man  finite  objects  or  ends, 
and  have  bidden  him  fall  down  and  worship  what  are  thus 
mere  idols  of  man's  own  making.  We  cannot  live  ultimately 
for  the  finite ;  and  the  scientist  that  thinks  we  can  is  as 
much  an  idolater  as  the  semi-savages  of  old.  Man  must 
have  an  absolute  foundation  for  his  life,  and,  therefore,  any 
finite  ideal  can  at  the  best  have  only  relative  validity. 
You  ask  us  to  live  for  man,  for  humanity,  for  civilization ; 
but  what  are  these  ?  The  day  will  come  according  to  your 
own  story  when  man  and  civilization,  the  earth  and  all, 
will  have  passed  away.  True,  we  should  live  for  these 
things,  but  not  because  they  are  absolute  ends.  They 
must  get  their  worth  from  some  deeper  principle  or  else 
they  have  no  worth  whatsoever.  Did  we  in  actual  fact, 
yes,  did  you  in  actual  fact  live  true  to  your  very  dogmas, 
you  would  paralyze  life  itself,  and  with  it  science.  Sur- 
reptitiously you  yourself  hold  on  to  deeper  principles,  and 
they  give  you  that  enthusiasm  for  the  truth  for  which  you 
have  so  often  and  nobly  sacrificed  self.  In  short,  you  are 
blind  to  the  very  presuppositions  which  give  validity  to  all 
that  you  do  and  to  all  that  you  know  and  teach.  Back  of 
your  science,  and  necessarily  so,  stands  religion ;  and  whether 
you  see  her  presence  there  or  not,  there  she  stands  and 
there  you  ignorantly  worship  the  Unknown  God.  You 
that  find  naught  but  superstition  in  religion,  are  your- 
selves teachers  of  a  superstition  that  seriously  taken  and 
consistently  lived  up  to  would  not  drive  us  back  merely 
to  barbarism,  but  would  drive  us  out  of  life  altogether. 

Science,  on  her  side,  must  recognize   religion   and  her 
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valid  field.  Science  must  accept  her  leadership,  and  if 
science  does  not  do  so,  then  so  much  the  worse  for  science. 
You  few  leaders  will  become  a  small  band  by  yourselves, 
but  you  will  find  that  mankind  at  large  will  follow  you 
only  so  far  and  then  will  commence  to  desert  you.  If 
you  want  the  Middle  Ages  back  again  and  science  packed 
away  once  more  in  the  attic,  then  renounce  religion  alto- 
gether and  make  science  synonymous  with  irreligion.  You 
will  then  in  time  surely  have  what  you  want. 

But  we  look  forward  to  such  a  future  of  science  as  little 
as  we  look  forward  to  the  downfall  of  religion.  Of  course 
our  argument,  as  far  as  it  is  historical  prophecy,  presup- 
poses that  we  have  not  yet  reached  the  apex  of  our  civiliza- 
tion. Whether  we  have  or  not  is  not  for  us  philosophers 
to  discuss,  but  belongs  to  the  historian.  We  are  discuss- 
ing the  path  of  progress  apart  from  the  question  whether 
we  shall  progress  or  not.  If  we  are  to  move  forward,  both 
science  and  religion  will  be  differentiated  more  and  more, 
and  each  will  be  given  its  own  field  and  its  own  rights. 
Such  is  our  contention  philosophically.  We  argue  it 
from  the  very  nature  of  both  interpretations. 
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The  philosophy  of  religion  has  shown  us  that  man  must  The  prob- 
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a  complete  guide  for  life,  we  must  seek  for  further  truths  probu-ms; 
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than  those  which  are  taught  by  religion,  for  all  truths  have  belong  to 
some  bearing  upon  life.     That  is,  besides  religion,  which  ^'^^^^^• 
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gives  man  his  highest  and  universal  ideal,  there  must  be  a 
science  that  teaches  him  the  ideal  choice  amid  all  the  vary- 
ing circumstances  of  life.  Religion  teaches  us  to  obey  the 
will  of  God ;  but  a  science  dealing  with  the  concrete  prob- 
lems of  life  can  alone  tell  us  what  is  the  will  of  God  in 
each  individual  act.  Without  these  particular  rules  the 
will  would  be  at  a  complete  loss  how  to  choose.  Did  we 
merely  consecrate  our  lives  to  God  and  there  stop,  life 
itself  would  be  a  mere  form,  a  mere  empty  residue  after 
abstraction.  Thus  there  is  besides  the  universal  ideal  the 
concrete  life  of  each  moment,  and  in  it  we  are  called  upon 
to  deal  with  individual  concrete  problems.  Now  the 
science  that  gives  us  guidance  in  these  individual  problems 
is  Ethics.  Hence  we  may  define  ethics  as  the  science  of 
conduct.  Further  we  shall  divide  ethics  into  two  distinct 
parts :  into  Theoretical  Ethics  and  Practical  Ethics.  The 
first  formulates  the  principles  of  conduct ;  the  latter,  the 
empirical  laws,  or  norms,  of  conduct,  or  again,  the  moral 
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code.     The  former  is  a  discipline  of  philosophy,  whereas 
the  latter  is  an  empirical  science. 

The   problems   of    theoretical    ethics  may   be   grouped  Theprob- 
under  two  headings:    the   Nature  of  the  Good   and   the  }T^°^.    , 

■R.T  cur        1    T-w  -1  -T  Iheoretical 

Nature  of  Moral  Responsibility.     We  shall  deal  with  the  Ethics. 
former  problem  in  this  chapter. 

What  is  the  nature  of  the  good  ?     From  what  has  gone  The  Nature 

before,  we  may  at  once  conclude:  the  good  is  an  ideal,  a  ^f^^^G°°'^- 
law  of  our  wills.     The  good  is  that  general  law  or  ideal 
of  the  will  that  it  tries,  or,  to  be  consistent  with  itself, 
must  try,  to  realize  in  all  its  doings. 

There  has  been  much  dispute  among  moralists  in  deter-  Two  mean- 
mining  precisely  what  this  ideal  of  the  will  is;  but  if  two  Good^"  '^^^ 
distinct   problems  are  kept  apart,  much  of  the  difficulty  (a)  The 
may  be  avoided  and  the  many  views  reconciled.     In  short,  the  Good ''^ 
our  term  "  the  good  "  is  equivocal.      There  are  a  number  (h)  The 
of   elements  in  the  good   iust  as   there   are  in  the  true,  rfvereuceof 

°  /'  the  will  for 

Hence  if  we  use  the  term  in  a  narrower  sense,  and  denote  the  moral 
by  it  one  of  these  elements,  we  may  readily  give  rise  to  a  ^'^' 
misunderstanding;  and  this  is  so  especially  when  we  em- 
phasize one  of  the  elements  to  the  exclusion  of  the  others. 
The  good  contains  a  number  of  elements.  First  of  all 
there  is  the  ideal  which  the  will  sets  up  for  itself ;  then 
there  is  the  totally  distinct  fact,  the  actual  conformity  of 
the  will  to  its  ideal ;  and  even  this  latter  fact  may  be  of 
two  kinds,  —  the  conscious  conformity  to  the  ideal  and  the 
unconscious.  The  ideal  which  the  will  sets  up  for  itself 
we  may  call  the  criterion  of  the  good.  It  describes  the 
most  general  characteristics  of  that  which  the  will  seeks 
to  bring  into  existence.  It  tells  us  the  end  or  aim  of  the 
will.  The  other  element,  the  conscious  submission  of  the 
will  to  the  law  that  it  has  set  up,  is  nothing  more  than 
the  will  being  consistent  with  itself.  This  latter,  there- 
fore, is  the  act  or  conduct  which  is  called  good  or  bad, 
whereas  the  former  is  merely  the  criterion  that  guides  tlie 
will  in  acting. 


492 


INTRODUCTION   TO    PHILOSOPHY 


The  Rever- 
ence 
for  the 
Moral  Law. 


The  Cri- 
terion of 
the  Good. 


Let  us  first  discuss  the  conformity  of  the  will  to  its 
ideal.  You  and  I  never  call  an  act  good  or  moral  that  is 
done  quite  unconsciously,  quite  without  any  motive.  Did 
we  do  so,  we  should  call  inanimate  objects  moral,  for  often 
by  mere  chance  they  bring  to  pass  what  our  wills  approve. 
Thus,  we  should  call  an  excellent  clock  moral  because  it 
fulfills  so  well  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  constructed. 
Moreover,  we  exclude  from  the  good  or  the  moral  not 
only  acts  of  inanimate  objects,  but  also  those  acts  which 
we  do  quite  unintentionally,  or  quite  without  forethought. 
Of  course  the  habit  or  other  cause  of  our  unintentional  act 
may  have  been  the  result  of  a  deliberate  choice  or  intent,  on 
our  part,  and  in  that  case  may  be  called  good  or  bad.  Thus, 
our  bad  habits  that  we  might  have  prevented  or  broken 
may  be  charged  against  our  mils  ;  and  hence  the  results  of 
these  may  be  just  as  immoral  as  though  we  had  deliberately 
done  the  evil  deed.  Yet,  even  in  this  case,  it  would  be 
the  original  conscious  act  of  the  will  that  could  alone  be 
called  the  sin.  Hence,  we  may  conclude :  That  act  alone 
is  moral  or  immoral  which  is  done  consciously  in  accord- 
ance with  or  in  rebellion  to  the  moral  law.  Further,  we 
may  say  that  the  only  good  thing  in  all  the  world  is  the  good 
will,  the  will  acting  in  conscious  obedience  to  the  moral  law. 
No  other  thing  or  act  but  this  can  be  called  good.  Groodness 
is  thus  reverence  for  the  moral  law. 

But  clearly,  if  a  good  life  were  merely  a  reverence  for 
the  moral  law,  it  would  be  as  far  removed  from  actual  life 
as  truth  would  be  from  actual  knowledge,  did  it  consist 
merely  in  a  longing  to  be  consistent.  To  know  means 
to  deal  with  individual  problems  ;  to  be  good  or  virtuous, 
too,  means  to  perform  countless  different  deeds.  But 
what  shall  guide  us  in  deciding  which  of  these  deeds  are 
good  and  which  bad?  To  answer  this  question  we  must 
analyze  the  will's  reverence  for  its  acts.  What  is  it 
ultimately  in  the  concrete  doings  of  life  that  makes  one 
result  desirable  and  another  undesirable,  that  makes  one 
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the  object  of  the  will's  approval  and  choice,  the  other  of  its 
rejection  and  condemnation  ?  What  constitutes  the  princi- 
ples of  the  moral  law,  or  the  ultimate  criteria  of  the  good  ?  ^ 

This  question  has  been  answered  in  two  ways  and  hence  Twotheo- 
has  given  rise  to  much  dispute.  But  the  two  ways  are 
not  necessarily  contradictory,  and  therefore  they  admit  of 
reconciliation.  One  party  maintains  that  "  pleasure  or 
happiness  "  (excellence  of  feelmg)  is  the  criterion  of  the 
good  or  the  end  of  conduct.  The  other  that  "  virtue  or 
perfection  "  (excellence  of  being')  is  such.  The  former 
theory   is   called    Hedonism,  the  latter  Perfectionism. 

Hedonism,  then,  is  the  theory  that  makes  pleasure  the  Hedonism. 
ultimate  end  of  conduct.  "  But  the  pleasure  sought  may 
refer  either  to  that  of  the  subject  or  to  that  of  the  object,  to  Kinds  of 
the  individual  himself,  or  to  others  comprising  the  family, 
tribe,  or  society  at  large.  On  this  basis  Hedonism  takes 
two  forms,  according  as  the  pleasure  is  individualistic  or 
universalistic,  egoistic  or  altruistic.  Hence  there  are  two 
subdivisions  of  the  theory,  which  we  may  call  Egoism 
and  Altruism,  or  Individualism  (ethical)  and  Socialism. 
Utilitarianism  may  be  added  as  combining  both  of  them. 
Egoism  or  Individualism  asserts  that  all  conduct  must  be 
judged  as  good  or  bad,  according  to  the  consequences  to 
the  individual  subject.  Altruism  or  Socialism,  on  the 
other  hand,  includes  the  pleasure  or  happiness  of  others 
and  may  require  the  sacrifice  of  some  happiness  on  the 
part  of  individuals,  perhaps  the  minority,  to  that  of  others, 
the  majority.  The  question  of  kinds  of  pleasure  here  does 
not  enter  into  the  definition  or  division  of  the  theory."  ^ 

But  it  is  just  this  latter  statement  that  shows  the 
inadequacy  of  hedonism.  Pleasures  do  differ  in  kind,  and 
the  followers  of  this  school  have  themselves  come  to  admit 


Criticisyji  of 
Hedonism. 


1  For  a  very  clear  presentation  of  this  subject  the  student  is  advised  to 
read  Chapter  VIII  (The  Theories  and  Nature  of  Morality)  in  Ilyslop's 
Elements  of  Ethics. 

-  Hyslop,  Elements  of  Ethics,  p.  354, 
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The  Hcilo- 
iiists  luust 
iuluiit  a 
qualitative 
difference 
between 
pleasures, 
and  must 
include 
this  in  the 
criterion  of 
the  Good  ; 
and  further, 
this  quali- 
tative 
element  is 
not  itself 
pleasure. 


it.  The  will  does  select  not  merely  on  the  basis  of  a 
quantitative  difference  between  one  pleasure  and  another 
or  between  one  pain  and  another,  but  also  on  the  basis  of 
the  character  or  quality  of  the  pleasure.  All  pleasures  are 
not  on  the  same  moral  footing  ;  and  if  this  be  so,  some 
other  element  than  the  mere  pleasure  must  enter  in  as  a 
criterion  of  the  good. 

"  '  It  is  quite  compatible  with  the  principle  of  utility  to 
recognize  the  fact  that  some  kinds  of  pleasure  are  more  de- 
sirable and  more  valuable  than  others.  It  would  be  absurd 
that  while,  in  estimating  all  other  things,  quality  is  con- 
sidered as  well  as  quantity,  the  estimation  of  pleasures 
should  be  supposed  to  depend  on  quantity  alone. 

'"  If  I  am  asked  what  I  mean  by  difference  of  quality  in 
pleasures,  or  what  makes  one  pleasure  more  valuable  than 
another,  merely  as  a  pleasure,  except  its  being  greater  in 
amount,  there  is  but  one  possible  answer.  Of  two  pleas- 
ures, if  there  be  one  to  which  all  or  almost  all  who  have 
experience  of  both  give  a  decided  preference,  irrespective 
of  any  feeling  of  moral  obligation  to  prefer  it,  that  is  the 
more  desirable  pleasure.  If  one  of  the  two  is,  by  those 
who  are  competently  acquainted  with  both,  placed  so  far 
above  the  other  that  they  prefer  it,  even  though  knowing 
it  to  be  attended  with  a  greater  amount  of  discontent,  and 
would  not  resign  it  for  any  quantity  of  the  other  pleasure 
which  their  nature  is  capable  of,  we  are  justified  in  ascrib- 
ing to  the  preferred  enjoyment  a  superiority  in  quality,  so 
far  outweighing  quantity,  as  to  render  it,  in  comparison,  of 
small  account.'  " 

"  Put  plainly,  this  is  simply  saying  that  the  pleasures 
of  appetite  are  different  in  kind  as  well  as  degree  from 
the  pleasures  of  knowledge,  so  that  the  merit  of 
pursuing  the  latter  compared  with  the  former  depends 
wholly  upon  the  difference  of  quality  in  the  pleas- 
ures. Similarly  the  moral  difference  between  malice 
and  respect,  theft  and  honesty,  avarice  and   generosity. 
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deceit  and  veracity,  selfishness  and  conscientiousness,  is 
the  difference  in  quality  of  the  pleasures  that  accompany 
them.  According  to  this  it  is  not  the  difference  in  quan- 
tity, but  the  difference  in  quality  of  pleasure  that  distin- 
guishes between  the  character  of  lying  and  the  character  of 
truthfulness.  This  seems  a  very  plausible  solution  of  the 
problem,  but  it  is  nevertheless  an  entire  abandonment  of 
utilitarianism  and  its  principles.  The  name,  of  course,  is 
retained,  but  the  thing  itself  is  abandoned.  We  must 
make  this  clear. 

"First,  all  utilitarianism  previous  to  Mill  was  based 
upon  the  notion  that  pleasure  was  the  same  in  kind,  and 
that  the  forms  of  it  differed  only  in  degree.  The  adoption 
of  Mill's  doctrine  of  qualitative  differences  was  an  abandon- 
ment of  this  position.  Second,  in  Bentham's  theory  '  pleas- 
ure '  was  a  generic  term  comprehending  qualitatively  every 
case  of  its  occurrence,  and  actions  did  not  differ  in  their 
quality,  but  only  in  the  degree  of  pleasure  and  pain 
incident  to  them.  But  in  Mill's  doctrine  'pleasure'  is 
not  only  a  generic  term,  but  that  '  pleasure '  which  deter- 
mines the  right  is  specific  and  denotes  a  quality  which  is 
not  found  in  the  same  term  generically  taken.  Now,  this 
view  of  it  is  a  contradiction.  If  '  pleasure '  can  denote  the 
satisfaction  or  agreeable  feelings  that  follow  actions  without 
distinction  of  kind,  then  it  is  not  the  pleasure  that  makes 
the  distinction.  On  the  other  hand,  if  it  be  the  pleasure 
that  determines  the  distinction  between  right  and  wrong, 
then  this  term  cannot  apply  to  the  agreeable  feelings  that 
accompany  wrong  actions.  In  other  words,  pleasures  can- 
not have  differences  of  kind.  Again,  if  pleasure  denotes 
agreeable  feelingr  wherever  it  occurs,  and  without  regard 
to  distinction  between  moral  and  immoral  conduct,  then 
the  quality  that  determines  that  distinction  is  other  than 
pleasure.  On  the  other  hand,  if  that  quality  is  pleasure, 
there  is  no  difference  in  kind,  and  those  arc  not  pleasures 
which  accompany  wrong  actions.     We  cainiot  play  fast  and 
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loose  with  the  term  pleasure.  We  cannot  give  it  a  generic 
and  a  specific  use  at  the  same  time.  We  only  succeed  in 
duping  ourselves  and  others  into  the  bargain.  No  theory- 
can  stand  upon  an  equivocation,  and  this  is  precisely  what 
utilitarianism  attempts  to  do  when  it  talks  about  the 
"kinds  of  pleasure."  As  a  loose  and  popular  phrase  it 
may  be  well  enough.  But  it  can  only  serve  as  an  inac- 
curate substitute  for  a  desired  term  which  shall  express 
pleasure  plus  a  quality  other  than  pleasure,  if  pleasure  is 
to  express  the  whole  class  of  species  included  under  its 
usual  application.  The  true  meaning  of  the  term  is 
generic  in  which  it  expresses  the  common  qualities  of  a 
class  whose  differentiae  are  other  than  the  genus  (con- 
ferentia).  This  is  putting  the  case  technically,  but  the 
same  may  be  expressed  by  saying  that  pleasure  expresses 
what  is  similar  in  all  the  cases  in  which  it  occurs,  while 
the  so-called  differences  in  kind  express  something  other 
than  the  pleasure  in  order  to  determine  the  qualitative 
distinctions  of  the  species.  Mr.  Martineau  expresses  this 
conception  of  the  case  very  clearly  and  pertinently.  His 
language  is  worth  quoting.  '  If  there  are  sorts  of  pleasure,' 
he  says,  '  they  must  be  something  more  than  pleasure ; 
each  must  have  its  differentia  added  on  to  what  suffices  for 
the  genus ;  and  this  addition  cannot  be  pleasurable  quality, 
else  it  would  not  detach  anything  from  the  genus ;  to  mark 
a  species  at  all,  it  must  be  an  extra-hedonistic  quality,  and 
each  sort  must  have  its  own  ;  and  so  far  as  one  is  preferable, 
as  a  kind,  to  another,  it  is  so  in  virtue  of  what  has  other 
than  pleasure ;  and  the  comparison  of  them  all  inter  se, 
considered  as  different  kinds,  must  turn  upon  their  several 
extra-hedonistic  qualities.  All  that  they  have  from  the 
genus  is  quantitative ;  and  till  you  get  beyond  the  pleas- 
urable as  such,  quality  does  not  exist.'  "  ^ 
Perfection-  Thus  a  new  theory  must  be  maintained  in  place  of 
hedonism,  a  theory  that  includes  all  the  truth  of  hedonism, 
1  Hyslop's  Elements  of  Ethics,  pp.  376-379. 
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but  at  the  same  time  accounts  for  the  qualitative  elements 
that  hedonism  must  neglect.  This  theory  is  perfectionism. 
The  criterion  of  the  good  is  excellence  of  being,  and  this 
includes  excellence  oi  feeling. 

But  what  constitutes  excellence  of  being?  We  have 
already  said  that  morality  has  to  do  with  finite  relation- 
ships, and  this  thought  must  be  retained  in  our  answer. 
Excellence  of  being  is  a  perfect  adjustment  to  our  office  in  an 
ideal  finite  world.     Let  us  explain  this  answer  at  length. 

You  and  I  mean  by  the  term  perfect  as  applied  to  any  perfection 
object  the  ability  of  that  object  to  meet  satisfactorily  all  the  ^^^^^  ^^^ 
demands  which  it  has  been  made  to  fulfill  or  is  destined  to  adjIStment 
fulfill.    Thus  we  speak  of  a  perfect  clock  or  again  even  of  a  "^  thariSi 
perfect  day  and  of  perfect  weather.     In  any  case  we  have  world  of 
in  mind  its  adjustment  to  the  office  it  is  ideally  intended  JJe'-^Je 
to  fulfill.     Now  the  perfection  to  which  the  moral  law  bids  Qiembers. 
us  attain  is  likewise  a  complete  adjustment  of  ourselves  to 
the  world  of  which  we  are  members.   This  world  is,  for  you 
and  me,  the  great  social  and  material  world  made  up  of 
our  earth,  and  especially  our  own  land  and  of  the  peoples 
living  there,  and  above  all  of  our  own  nation,  community, 
social  circle,  and  family.  It  is,  in  short,  our  ideal  earth  and 
man's  complete  civilization,  and  of  course  keeps  changing 
as  a  higher  civilization  and  a  better  knowledge  of  things 
comes  into  being. 

You  and  I  are  born  into  a  particular  community.  We 
are  born  with  special  talents  and  opportunities,  and  we 
soon  come  to  feel  that  we  are  fitted  for  some  special  station 
in  life.  All  this  means  that  we  form  an  ideal  of  ourselves 
as  members  of  our  own  ideal  world.  Now  the  perfection 
that  we  seek  is  the  complete  realization  of  this  ideal  self, 
an  ideal  member  of  our  community,  of  our  nation,  or  of 
humanity  at  large.  This  ideal  self  will  differ  of  course 
from  man  to  man,  in  fact,  will  differ  for  the  same  man 
placed  in  one  community,  from  what  it  would  be  were  lie 
placed  in  a  different  community.  Thus  if  some  calamity 
2k 
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forced  us  to  live  in  a  semi-barbarous  land,  our  ideal  of  self 
would  at  once  be  changed  from  what  it  had  been.  Perhaps 
among  the  new  people  our  whole  manner  of  life  would 
have  to  alter,  and  it  might  even  be  that  we  should  have  to 
become  ourselves  less  civilized  than  we  were  before. 

In  short,  the  ideals  of  one  age  or  of  one  people  may  be 
less  and  rightly  less  exalted  than  those  of  another.  Civ- 
ilization depends  upon  so  many  factors  quite  beyond  our 
control,  and  to  these  we  are  obliged  to  adjust  ourselves 
both  as  a  society  and  as  individuals. 
In  an  ideal  But  in  reply  to  all  this  it  may  be  asked :  What  warrant 
world  have  we  that  an  adiustment  to  such  a  world  will  brinof 

happiness  *'  " 

must  reign;  with  it  happiness?  We  answer:  There  is  excellent  rea- 
son to  believe  that  it  will ;  for,  as  Mr.  Spencer  has  urged, 
adjustment  to  environment  means  welfare,  and  welfare 
means  usually  pleasure.  A  creature  so  constructed  that 
it  suffered  pain  when  adjusting  itself  to  environment, 
would  probably  become  extinct.  Hence  in  general  we  may 
say  that  where  adjustment  is  slowly  taking  place  within 
any  race,  the  individual  is  physiologically  so  fitted  to  his 
environment  that  pain  is  not  the  rule,  but  the  exception. 
But  all  this  aside.  We  have  said  that  perfection  means 
an  adjustment  to  an  ideal  world.  Now  no  world  can  be 
to  us  ideal  wherein  pain  rules  supreme.  An  ideal  world 
must  be  a  happy  world,  even  a  relatively  ideal  world. 
Therefore,  if  you  or  I  were  placed  in  a  world  in  which 
happiness  were  next  to  impossible,  where  pain  and  misery 
were  necessarily  and  relatively  forever  supreme,  such  a 
world  we  could  not  look  upon  as  ideal ;  and  since  we  could 
form  no  ideal  of  it,  there  would  be  but  one  moral  law  for 
us,  and  that  would  be  to  labor  for  the  extinction  of  life  in 
such  a  world.  In  short,  our  definition  compels  us  to  seek 
for  the  happiness  or  the  annihilation  of  our  world. 

If  the  relative  pessimists  be  right,^  if  "our  world"  be 

1  The  student  is  strongly  advised  to  read  concerning  pessimism  the 
chapter,  in  Paulsen's  System  of  Ethics,  entitled  "  Pessimism."     Cf.  also 
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one  in  which  pain  and  sorrow,  sin  and  misery,  rule  and  but  this 
will  ever  rule  supreme,  or  again  if  advancing  civilization  '/^^^s  room 

1      .  .  ,  °  for  Relative 

mean  only  increasing  sorrow  and  pam,  then  we  have  but  Pessimism, 
one  course  open  to  us,  —  let  us  labor  to  bring  about  an  ideal 
world,  and  that  would  be  the  annihilation  of  life  or  of 
civilization.  But  as  long  as  mankind  at  large  seems  over- 
whelmingly convinced  that  civilization  makes  for  happiness, 
that  our  world  civilized  would  be  ideal  or  more  ideal,  so 
long  the  pessimist  will  have  a  hard  time  getting  men  to 
work  for  racial  extinction.  However,  as  philosophers  we 
are  interested  in  principles,  and  we  need  not  assume  the 
responsibility  here  of  disproving  pessimism.  Our  princi- 
ple is  broad  enough  to  meet  even  that  view  of  things.  It 
even  leaves  open  the  question  whether  there  are  not  ex- 
treme cases  where  suicide  is  justifiable.  If  there  be  such 
a  case,  then  it  would  be  an  excellent  instance  of  a  man 
finding  his  world  one  that  cannot  be  made  ideal  except  by 
self-annihilation.  Ultimately  it  is  such  a  principle  as  that 
which  justifies  the  putting  to  death  of  a  suffering  beast. 

Thus  we  find  that  the  criterion  of  goodness  is  a  perfect  As  civiii- 
adiustment  of  self   to  our  ideal  office  in  an  ideal  world.  ^^^-'"'^ 

rm  ■  .  grows,  so 

The  circumstances  of  our  life  determine  what  that  particu-  also  does 
lar  office  shall  be;   so  also  do  they,  how  large  the  ideal  w!)'ri(^'\'iiid 
world  shall  be  of  which  we  are  members.     It  may  be  a  Relative 
very  small  world,  perhaps  only  a  coral  island  in  mid-ocean,  8i„Vj,iv 
perhaps  only  a   clan,  perhaps  a   city,  perhaps   our  whole  ^j'^t-es  ns  to 
earth.     History  shows  us  how  with  advancing  civilization  lar^.r world 
the  world  in  which  you  and  I  live  keeps  getting  larger.  |^,'''"',,','|j^y„ 
As  members  of  a  great  and  powerful  Christian  nation,  we   coiKifiiin, 
feel  that  we  owe  something  to  every  race  and  tribe  of  men,  jplij^.j,"** 
that  even  the  lowliest  savage  deserves  something  at  oui"  Aiisointo 

,         ,  Fessimisin. 

hand. 

As  long  as  optimism  reigns  in  our  hearts,  we  shall  make 
it   our  ideal  to  strive  for  the  idealization  of   this  woild. 

liis  book:  Schopenhauer,  Hamlpt,  Mephistopheles :  Zur  Naturgeschichte 
des  Pessimismus.     2t«  Aufl.     Berlin,  1U02. 
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Should  the  time  ever  come  when  we  or  any  peoples  are 
so  ill  adjusted  to  the  world  in  which  we  have  to  live  that 
the  work  of  such  an  idealism  becomes  impossible,  then  no 
doubt  the  doing  away  with  the  evil  world  must  become 
our  ideal.  However,  this  does  not  mean  that  our  pessi- 
mism really  becomes  universal.  It  means  rather  that  we 
look  to  a  larger  world  which  would  be  more  ideal,  were 
our  smaller  world  removed  from  it.  Belief  in  the  ideality 
of  the  universe  as  a  whole  must  be  assumed  even  by  the 
most  extreme  pessimist.  Otherwise  every  form  of  action 
becomes  rationally  paralyzed. 

Back  of  all  there  is  an  ultimate  ideal  that  we  are  striv- 
ing to  realize ;  and  though  the  particular  life  each  man  is 
morally  called  upon  to  lead  is  relative  to  the  particular 
environment  into  which  he  is  born,  still  his  ultimate  ideal 
cannot  be  relative.     In  short,  the  moralist  is  forced  sooner 
or  later  to  tell  us,  what  decides  whether  any  given  world 
is  ideal  or  not,  in  the  light  of   what  principle  does  man 
behold   the  true  goal  of   his  life,  what  ultimately  is  the 
perfect  state. 
The  ultimate       This  is  a  difficult  question  to  answer.     Still  some  answer 
ideal  sptr^'  ^^^^  ^^  given.     The  perfect  state  is  ideal  spirituality.     But 
uaiity.  what  is  this  ?     We  have  already  learned  something  about 

its  nature  in  our  study  of  the  theory  of  knowledge  and  of 
the  nature  of  religion.  Ideal  spirituality,  or,  as  we  may 
call  it,  our  consciousness  developed  to  its  ideal  state, 
means  that  we  have  become  godlike.  But  what  does 
this  mean?  It  means  that  there  is  inherent  in  our 
attempt  to  interpret  the  world  the  ideal  self  that  has  the 
ability  to  interpret  perfectly.  In  short,  to  be  godlike 
means  to  be  the  possessor  of  all  truth,  to  be  the  possessor 
of  all  beauty,  to  be  the  possessor  of  all  happiness,  and 
finally  to  be  able  consciously  to  bring  complete  harmony 
into  our  life.  Thus  to  be  seekers  after  truth  and  to 
realize  to  the  full  our  ability  to  gain  truth  is  an  ultimate 
end  of   life.     Hence  the  principle ;  truth  as  such,  truth 
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in  and  for  itself,  is  an  ultimate  end.  Again,  it  is  an 
ultimate  end  of  life  to  perfect  ourselves  in  judging  of 
the  beautiful  and  to  bring  the  beautiful  into  existence. 
Hence  the  beautiful  is  an  end  in  and  for  itself.  Again, 
character  or  the  ability  to  be  more  and  more  masters  of 
our  own  life  and  welfare  and  happiness  is  an  end.  To 
be  more  and  more  conscious  of  fulfilling  God's  will  in  our 
lives,  to  be  bringing  absolute  harmony  into  them,  in  short, 
to  be  religious,  all  this  is  likewise  an  ultimate  end.  In 
one  sentence,  the  end  of  life  is  self-consciousness  raised  to 
its  ideal  state  as  knowledge,  as  feeling,  and  as  will.^ 

We  see  in  this  principle  that  morality  consists  in  the 
realization  of  our  ideal,  and  that  this  ideal  must  ulti- 
mately be  a  priori  or  axiomatic.  This  does  not  mean 
that  the  moral  law  is  made  up  of  axioms.  It  means 
rather  that  the  principle  by  means  of  which  the  moral 
law  is  discovered  and  formulated  is  an  axiom.  Only  the 
facts  and  a  knowledge  of  the  facts  can  inform  us  what 
our  particular  ideal  of  the  world  should  be,  what  our  par- 
ticular ideal  office  in  this  world  is,  and  how  best  we  can 
fulfil  that  office.  Therefore  the  discovery  and  formula- 
tion of  the  moral  code  belongs  not  to  theoretical  ethics 
or  philosophy,  but  to  practical  ethics,  one  of  the  special 
sciences. 

1  As  Mr.Hobhouse  tells  us,  the  evolution  of  life  does  not  mean  neces- 
sarily progress,  often  it  means  a  movement  downward.  It  is  only  of  the 
mind  that  we  can  truly  assert  progress.  Cf.  Mind  in  Evolution,  by  L.  T. 
Hobhouse.     London  and  New  York,  1901.    Chapter  I. 
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MORAL   RESPONSIBILITY  1 


Moral  re- 
sponsibility 
is  said  to 
imply 
freedom 
of  choice. 


But  we  have 
denied  such 
freedom. 


The  problem  of  moral  responsibility  has  given  philoso- 
phers much  trouble.  It  has  been  argued  that  to  be  moral, 
that  is,  capable  of  moral  action,  man  must  have  freedom 
of  choice.  Opposed  to  all  other  events  in  the  world, 
which  proceed  in  accordance  with  the  strict  law  of  neces- 
sary sequence,  our  acts  of  will  are  free.  We  may  do  other 
than  we  actually  do  do  in  any  given  case ;  or  better,  we 
could  have  done  differently  than  we  did  do.  It  is  argued: 
How,  unless  this  be  true,  can  any  one  be  held  morally 
accountable  for  his  acts  ?  He  could  not  have  done  other 
than  he  did  ;  why  then  is  he  to  blame  ? 

To  us  this  whole  method  of  dealing  with  the  problem 
seems  a  misunderstanding  of  its  true  nature.  From 
metaphysics  we  have  learned  that  the  law  of  causation  is 
universal.  Mind  as  well  as  nature  is  under  the  dominion 
of  the  law  of  necessary  sequence ;  and  this  means  what  it 
says.  Theoretically,  mental  events  and  acts  of  the  will 
can  be  predicted  with  all  the  surety  of  merely  mechanical 
events.  Practically,  any  such  prediction  may  lie  beyond 
our  power.  To  estimate  the  direction  that  billiard  balls 
will  take  on  a  table  is  indefinitely  simpler  than  to  solve 


^  Literature. 

The  student  is  referred  to  Hyslop,  Elements  of  Ethics,  Chapters  IV  and 
V  ;  also  to  Muirhead,  Elements  of  Ethics.  Both  books  will  give  him 
further  references. 

For  the  general  subject  of  the  psychology  of  voluntary  decision,  cf. 
G.  F.  Stout,  Manual  of  Psychology.  Book  IV,  Chapter  X,  "■  Voluntary 
Decision." 
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the  complicated  problem  of  the  direction  of  most  acts  of 
will.  But  then  the  enormous  complexity  involved  in  will- 
action  is  perhaps  no  greater  than  that  in  most  mechanical 
action.  Think  of  the  mechanical  problem  involved  in  the 
life  and  growth  of  any  animal,  a  problem  perhaps  too  intri- 
cate for  man  to  hope  ever  to  solve.  Yet  who  doubts  that 
the  processes  of  growth  proceed  in  accordance  with  the  law 
of  necessary  sequence,  and  that  a  mind  acquainted  with  the 
data  and  conditions  and  laws  could  predict  the  result.  In 
short,  the  phenomena  of  will  may  be  too  intricate  for  us  to 
predict  with  much  surety  in  most  cases ;  still  theoretically 
the  whole  process  is  determined,  and  our  choices  have  to  be 
just  what  they  are. 

To  give  up  this  position  would  mean  the  complete  revi- 
sion of  metaphysics,  and  that  in  a  way  which  would  mean, 
if  our  results  are  correct,  the  overthrow  of  science  and  the 
establishment  of  skepticism.  Our  wills  interfere  not 
merely  in  the  mental  world  but  also  in  the  physical  world ; 
and  therefore,  the  moment  we  remove  them  from  under  the 
law  of  necessary  sequence,  we  remove  also  the  remainder 
of  the  world.  There  would  then  remain  for  the  law  of 
causation  only  limited  fields  of  nature,  that  is,  those  not 
interfered  with  by  man's  will,  or  portions  of  the  world 
during  the  intervals  between  such  interference.  We 
readily  grant  that  in  practical  life  this  is  very  much  the 
way  in  which  we  do  interpret  nature.  We  do  look  upon 
a  human  act  as  a  sort  of  starting-point,  and  feel  that  we 
have  explained  an  event  when  we  have  brought  it  back 
to  such  an  act  of  will.  But  this  is  merely  a  practical 
difficulty.  As  science  progresses  we  do  not  stop  with 
human  acts  as  final  explanations,  for  human  acts  are 
being  brought  under  law.  Thus  we  are  trying  to  win 
for  ourselves  more  and  more  that  knowledge  wliich  will 
enable  us  to  predict  human  conduct  as  we  predict  natural 
phenomena.  Practical  ethics,  the  science  of  education, 
politics,  economics,  and  other  like  sciences  must  ultimately 
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Moral  Re- 
sponsibility 
does  uot 
imply  Free- 
dom of 
Choire. 
^Morality  is 
but  the  self- 
realizatiou 
of  the  will. 


maintain  this  principle  and  be  more  and  more  fully  con- 
scious of  maintaining  it. 

But  we  shall  be  asked :  What  becomes  of  morality  and 
moral  responsibilit}',  if  3'ou  deny  man's  freedom  of  choice  ? 
We  reply,  Mans  freedom  of  choice  has  nothing  to  do  with 
morality  in  its  idtimate  nature.  What  do  we  mean  by 
moral  responsibility?  Do  we  mean  that  punishment  can 
be  justified  only  in  case  man  is  free?  It  is  sufficient 
answer  to  this  to  say  that  the  only  rational  punishment 
is  either  corrective  or  preventive  punishment,  and  that 
both  assume  that  we  can  determine  a  man's  conduct  from 
without.  Punishment  out  of  revenge  is  immoral  and 
irrational.  It  is  only  such  punishment  that  need  seek 
for  some  deeper  excuse  for  its  existence.  But  how  can 
there  be  a  morality  without  freedom?  We  reply,  You 
have  a  false  idea  of  what  constitutes  morality.  Morality 
is  not  a  law  inflicted  on  man  from  without.  If  it  were, 
then  indeed  we  should  have  to  put  man  in  a  position  that 
he  could  obey  it  or  otherwise  hold  him  irresponsible.  But 
the  moral  law  has  as  its  author  the  very  will  that  obeys 
the  law.  To  be  good  means  for  our  will  to  be  consistent 
with  itself.  It  itself  is  the  master  of  the  situation,  it  obeys 
itself.  From  the  very  start  it  is  moral ;  and  if  it  were  not 
moral,  all  the  powers  of  earth  could  not  make  it  such. 

It  is  ultimately  the  same  question  that  we  have  in 
knowledge.  Man  is  rational,  man's  nature  is  on  the 
side  of  reason,  or  knowledge ;  otherwise  we  should  be 
helpless  to  make  him  rational.  The  laws  of  rationality 
are  not  something  foreign  to  the  reason,  but  spring  out 
of  the  reason.  When  we  know,  when  we  grow  in 
knowledge,  this  is  but  the  logical  evolution  of  our  own 
reason.  It  is  the  reason  fulfilling  its  own  laws,  real- 
izing its  own  ideal.  So  also  in  morality,  our  wills 
are  but  realizing  their  ideals.  ^Morality  is  ultimately 
then  only  the  self-realization  of  an  ultimately  moral 
will. 
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But  you  ask,  How,  then,  do  we  ever  sin  ?     We  ask  in  Sin  is  not 
reply,  How  do  we  ever  fall  into  scientific  error?      The  '■^^eiiion, 
two  are  much   the  same  problems.     Both  are  ultimately  theifmr*'' 
contradictions  of  our  ideal  selves.     Complete  moral  self-  *^*'r^  ''"^" 
realization  is  as  tar  beyond  our  finite  powers  as  is  complete  the  fiuitude 
intellectual  self-realization.     It  is  simply  a  fact   that  we  hnn?^u^^•ill 
are   finite    in   both   fields;    and   any  further   explanation  and  imei- 
would  have  to  be  a  psychological  one.     We  are  ignorant  ^^'^*' 
because  we  lack  data,  we  lack   the  ability  to   attend,  to 
discriminate,  to  synthesize  the    elements   of  our   experi- 
ence.    So,  too,  in  the  moral  world  we  lack  that  complete 
insight  into  our  own  conduct  and  its  character.     We  lack 
the  ability  to  keep  all  the  elements  of  a  moral  struggle  and 
problem  before  our  consciousness,  and  so  we  fail  often  to 
choose  the  right. 

Ultimately  we  have  to  suppose  that  if  the  mind  were  We  have  to 
granted  sufficient  information,  it  would  always  be  in  the  Jfl^mauT- 
right  in  its  knowledge,  it  would  never  be  guilty  of  intel-  the  will  is 
lectual  error.  If  we  do  not  grant  this,  what  hope  is  there  ^^^^  ' 
for  rationality  at  all  ?  Is  not  this  a  presupposition  that  must 
be  granted,  unless  knowledge  is  to  be  put  at  once  among 
the  impossibilities  ?  Ultimately  man  must  be  in  a  position 
to  see  truth  directly,  to  intuit  truth.  If  not,  then  you  are 
a  skeptic,  and  the  whole  of  our  knowledge  is  reduced  to 
chaos,  such  to  remain  forever.  Ultimately,  too,  the  same 
must  be  said  of  the  will.  If  the  will  be  in  a  position  to 
see  clearly  all  the  moral  elements  of  the  situation,  it  will 
then  choose  the  right.  If  you  do  not  grant  this,  you  deny 
the  ultimate  morality  of  the  will ;  and  with  that  denial 
you  will  lead  us  into  moral  skepticism.  No  outside  power 
can  force  morality  upon  the  will.  If  it  is  not  ultimately 
the  will's  nature  to  be  moral,  as  it  is  the  mind's  nature  to 
be  rational,  then  good-by  to  morality  forever.  If  morality 
be  not  ultimately  the  self-realization  of  tlie  will,  then 
morality  is  purely  artificial  or  arbitrary,  and  away  with  it 
as  so  much  superstition. 
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The  other 
view  seems 
to  be  the 
outcome  of 
an  anach- 
ronous 
theology. 
We  must 
presuppose 
an  ultimate 
harmony 
between  our 
will  and 
God. 


But  here  you  will  object,  "  Men  are  often  knowingly 
sinful."  True  enough;  but  still  the  only  way  you  can 
hope  to  reform  the  sinner  is  by  giving  him  more  knowledge. 
Your  very  punishment  enables  him  to  realize,  to  picture 
mentally  and  more  forcibly,  the  consequence  of  evil.  We 
may  often  know  things  without  knowing  them  adequately  or 
completely.  We  may  often,  as  old  fogies,  see  the  truth  one 
instant,  yet  by  habit  long  established  be  utterly  unable  to 
make  it  really  part  of  our  intellectual  make-up.  That  is, 
psychology  explains  why  we  may  knowingly  do  wrong, 
or  why  we  may  be  conscious  that  we  are  not  doing  right. 
It  enables  us  at  the  same  time  to  maintain  that  more  train- 
ing intellectually  or  the  ability  to  associate  a  large  number 
of  elements  now  but  feebly  associated  will  alter  conduct. 
We  must  maintain  that  when  a  man  knowingly  does  the 
wrong,  it  is  because  he  lacks  a  full  realization  of  the 
moral  situation.  Just  the  same  is  true  where  minds 
knowingly  accept  for  themselves  falsehoods  and  believe  in 
them.  We  can  be  knowingly  afraid  of  truth  and  refuse  to 
accept  it. 

Has  this  view  lost  for  morality  any  of  its  true  elements  ? 
We  fail  to  see  that  it  has.  The  older  view  was  necessary 
largely  because  of  anachronous  theological  beliefs  that 
went  with  it.  Morality  was  something  external  to  man, 
given  to  him  in  a  more  or  less  arbitrary  way  by  God. 
Man  had  to  justify  God's  holding  him  responsible.  There- 
fore man  had  to  be  declared  free.  But  ultimately  could 
we  not  ask  why  man  should  yield  to  the  authority  of  God  ? 
Why  not  rebel  ?  If  he  obeys,  he  must  do  so  because  his 
will  regards  itself,  its  true  nature,  to  be  in  harmony  with 
God's  will  and  therefore  feels  itself  ultimately  moral.  If 
the  will  did  not  so  feel,  then  morally  it  should  rebel 
against  God  and  take  the  consequences. 

But  such  a  view  of  the  world  and  such  a  view  of  the 
relation  between  God  and  man  is  irrational.  Man  and  the 
world  in  which  he  lives  are  not  at  swords'  points.     Were 
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they  so,  we  should  have  skepticism.  The  truth  and 
reality  must  harmonize  or  there  could  be  no  knowledge. 
The  moral  law  and  reality  must  harmonize  or  there  could 
be  no  morality.  Man  and  God  are  not  foreign  natures. 
Man,  we  may  say,  in  the  words  of  religion,  is  made  in 
God's  image.  To  obey  the  will  of  God  is  man's  self- 
realization,  just  as  to  win  the  truth  is  the  self-realization 
of  man's  reason.  We  may  even  say,  we  know  God  only 
through  knowing  our  ideal  self ;  and  we  know  God's  will 
only  through  knowing  the  ideal  of  our  own  wills.  If  God  be 
something  wholly  foreign  to  our  minds,  then  indeed  God 
is  unknowable,  and  we  are  forced  whether  we  will  or  not 
to  neglect  his  existence  absolutely,  which  as  we  have 
shown  is  the  same  as  declaring  belief  in  him  sheer  non- 
sense. He  would  be  a  thing-in-itself,  a  transcendent 
world. 

But  finally  you  object,  Is  not  sin  to  be  punished  as  Punishment, 
sin?  We  reply.  By  all  means.  Sin  is  punished  as  sin. 
What  is  sin?  It  is  a  failure  to  realize  the  ideal  self. 
What  is  the  punishment?  Why,  just  the  failure  itself. 
The  punishment  of  ignorance  is  ignorance,  and  the  punish- 
ment of  sin  is  sin.  Both  are  forms  of  self-annihilation.  The 
punishment  of  sin  and  the  reward  of  virtue  are  summed 
up  in  those  well-known  words  of  the  Apocalypse  :  ''  He 
that  is  unrighteous,  let  him  be  unrighteous  still ;  and  he 
that  is  filthy,  let  him  be  filthy  still;  and  he  that  is 
righteous,  let  him  be  righteous  still ;  and  he  that  is  holy, 
let  him  be  holy  still."  Such  ultimately  is  life.  Our  true 
self  is  to  be  godlike.  Not  to  realize  that  true  self  is  to 
contradict  our  own  true  nature. 


PART   FIVE 
ESTHETICS 


CHAPTER  LIV 


THE  NATURE  OF  THE  BEAUTIFUL  ^ 

There  are  two  main  questions  that  sesthetics  is  called 
upon  to  answer.  They  are  these :  What  is  the  character 
of  the  aesthetic  judgment,  or  the  nature  of  the  beautiful  ? 
Does  the  aesthetic  judgment  claim  objective  validity,  or 
universality?  The  latter  problem  depends  upon  the  for- 
mer, in  fact,  exists  only  because  of  one  of  its  solutions. 

What  do  we  mean  when  we  call  an  object  beautiful? 
We  may  mean  its  ability  to  cause  an  agreeable  sensation 
in  us,  and  in  others  of  like  tastes  and  general  culture.  In 
short,  all  that  we  then  mean  by  the  beautiful  is  the  agreeable. 
We  describe  simply  our  mental  states  as  influenced  or 
affected  by  some  given  object. 

If  this  be  the  aesthetic  judgment,  then  aesthetics  is  sy- 
nonymous with  part  of  psychology.  It  is  simply  science, 
and  philosophy  has  no  more  to  say  about  it,  for  there  is  no 
philosophical  problem  distinctly  aesthetic.  But  this  doc- 
trine is  false,  for  we  do    not  mean  by  the  beautiful  the 


The  twofold 
problem  of 
Esthetics. 


I.  What  is 
the  nature 
of  the 
Beautiful  f 

(a)  It  is 
merely  the 
asrreeable. 


Criticism  of 
this  answer. 
Experience 
shows  us 
directly 
that  we  do 
not  lueau  by 


1  In  this  chapter  we  shall  attempt  to  do  no  more  than  to  point  out 
briefly  the  main  problem  of  aesthetics  as  a  discipline  of  philosophy. 

For  parallel  reading  the  student  is  referred  especially  to  Chapter 
XII,  in  Ladd's  Introduction  to  Philosophy.     New  York,  1890. 

Chapter  XII,  in  Watson's  Outline  of  Philosophy. 

Lotze's  Outlines  of  Esthetics,  translated  and  edited  by  G.  T.  Ladd. 
Boston,  1885.  pp.  3-20.  Liebmann,  Zur  Analysis  der  Wirkliclikeit. 
3te   Aufl.     Strassburg,  1900.     Dritter  Abschnitt. 

For  a  longer  discussion  (iiifluding  the  separate  arts)  and  for  a  general 
history  of  esthetics,  cf.  The  Philosophy  of  the  IJeautiful,  by  AVilliain 
Knight.  New  York,  Scribners.  Parts  I  and  II.  These  two  books  of 
Professor  Knight  will  also  introduce  the  reader  to  further  literature.  Cf. 
also  Allgemeine  Aesthetik,  von  J.  Cohn.    Leipzig,  1901. 
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the  boauti-  merely  agreeable.  Do  you  ask  what  proof  have  we  ?  Ul- 
tiiat"wiuch  timately,  only  the  answer  that  we  receive  when  we  ask 
^^"•'^^  each  one  what  he  means  by  beauty,  and  also  the  fact  that 

gratifica-  we  deal  very  differently  with  art  from  what  we  do  with 
*"^""  any  mere  instrument   to  promote    sensuous   gratification. 

In  the  words  of  Professor  Ladd :  "  Experience  enters  a 
protest  if  we  try  so  to  interpret  the  facts  as  throughout  to 
identify  the  agreeable  and  the  beautiful.  Nothing,  indeed, 
can  be  called  beautiful  which  is  not,  in  so  far  as  it  is  beau- 
tiful, aesthetically  agreeable.  Moreover,  the  judgments  of 
men  differ  as  to  what  should  be  called  beautiful,  even  more 
than  they  differ  concerning  the  morally  good  and  the  sen- 
suously pleasant.  But  of  the  beautiful  —  like  the  morally 
good  and  unlike  the  agreeable  —  we  affirm  a  universal 
and  objective  value  and  validity.  The  agreeable  is  a  state 
of,  or  an  event  in,  some  sentient  mind.  Its  objective  cor- 
relate consists  in  nothing  but  a  certain  peculiar  arrange- 
ment and  mode  of  change  of  material  molecules,  both 
within  and  without  the  nervous  organism  of  the  sentient 
being  which  has  the  agreeable  feeling.  This  fact  is  a  mat- 
ter of  scientific  knowledge,  rather  than  of  ideal  significance. 
"  The  beautiful  is  distinguished  from  the  agreeable  by 
the  possession  of  two  characteristics  in  which  the  latter  is 
deficient.  These  are  objective  validity,  and  ideal  worth. 
By  use  of  these  terms  we  designate,  in  a  preliminary  way, 
the  most  marked  differences  between  the  beautiful  and  the 
agreeable.  That  differences  corresponding  in  some  sort  to 
these  terms  do  exist,  we  may  confidentlj''  appeal  to  experi- 
ence to  show.  We  know  that,  strictly  speaking,  the  agree- 
able exists  only  as  a  state  in  us.  We  believe  that  the 
beautiful  really  exists  in  nature,  in  art,  in  spiritual  char- 
acter and  life.  Scientific  knowledge  asserts  that  the  ob- 
jective correlate  or  cause  of  the  agreeable  feeling  in  us  is 
not  necessarily  something  agreeable  in  that  which  is  other 
than  ourselves.  On  the  contrary,  aesthetic  faith  affirms 
that  the  objective  correlate  of   the  peculiar   pleasurable 
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feeling  with  which  we  greet  the  apprehension  of  the  beau- 
tiful is  itself  beautiful. 

"  Moreover,  the  conviction  is  invincible,  that  the  beauti- 
ful has,  in  some  sort,  a  right  to  be  ;  and  also  that  it  ought 
to  be  appreciated.  The  proof  for  such  statements  as  these 
is  abundant.  The  way  in  which  the  old-time  saying,  De 
gustibus  non  disputandum,  must  be  understood  if  the  in- 
terpretation is  true  to  the  dictates  of  aesthetical  reason,  is 
in  proof  here.  When,  for  example,  one  contends  with 
one's  friend  that  he  ought  to  like  olives,  or  ought  not  to 
like  onions,  the  seriousness  of  one's  contention  is  the  meas- 
ure of  one's  departure  from  a  truly  rational  procedure. 
But  it  requires  a  stretch  of  charity  that  seems  to  carry  it 
beyond  reason  for  one  not  to  feel  that  the  failure  in  one's 
friend  to  recognize  and  admire  the  beauties  of  nature  or 
of  the  choicest  art  witnesses  to  a  defect  in  his  rational 
constitution.  To  differ  about  the  merely  agreeable  can 
end  only  in  stating  the  fact  of  difference ;  and,  perhaps, 
the  causes  (aesthetically  indifferent)  in  the  constitution 
and  habits  of  the  organism  that  explain  the  fact.  But 
dispute  about  the  beauty  of  this  or  that  object  implies  an 
appeal  to  reasons  that  have  an  objective  and  universal  ap- 
plication and  value."  ^ 

Beauty  is   not  the   sensuously  agreeable.     It  is   more.   (&)  Beauty 
Beauty  is  an  ideal,  and  an  object  is  beautiful  in  as  far  as  it 
fulfills  the  conditions  of  that  ideal. 

But  what   is   our  ideal  ?     This   hard   question  we  can  But  the 
answer  more  easily  by  telling  what  it  is  not.     It  is  not  the  eJi'^i^e"" 
useful,  nor  does  our  satisfaction  spring  "  from  interest  in  expn'ssed 
the  object  related  to  ourselves."     It  "  excludes  the  idea  of  vaguest 
definite  purpose."     "The  products  of  art  must  appear  as  ^enus. 
free  from  conscious  design    as  if   they  were  products  of 
nature.     The  beautiful  cannot  be  produced  according  to 
rule ;  it  must  proceed  fresh  from  the  hands  of  genius." 

But  can  we  give  no  positive  answer  ?     Only  in  vague 
1  Introduction  to  Philosophy,  p.  327  f. 
2  L 
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and  most  general  terras.  There  are  criteria  of  the  beauti- 
ful such  as  those  just  mentioned  ;  and  the  assertion  of 
beauty,  like  every  judgment,  must  be  consistent  with 
itself.  But  the  moment  we  attempt  to  find  some  definite 
picture  of  what  constitutes  beauty,  we  fail.  What,  for 
instance,  is  the  common  or  universal  element,  the  beauty 
found  in  music,  painting,  architecture,  poetry  ?  At  once  it 
appears  a  hopeless  task  to  give  any  answer.  Beauty  is  an 
ideal  that  enters  into  our  judgments,  but  the  description  of 
that  ideal  so  that  we  may  intuit  it  in  its  general  or  univer- 
sal character  is  out  of  the  question.  We  can  point  to  this 
object  or  to  that  and  say,  they  are  beautiful.  We  can 
point  to  another  and  say,  it  is  not  beautiful.  But  there 
can  be  no  picture  of  beauty  as  universal. 

Is  it  then  impossible  to  give  any  answer  further  than  to 
assert  that  the  beautiful  is  an  ideal  ?  No,  for  we  shall  con- 
nect this  ideal  directly  with  the  ultimate  principle  of 
religion.  The  beautiful  object  may  be  described  thus^ 
"  The  divine  meaning  of  the  world  is  revealed  through  it, 
but  it  is  not  completely  realized  in  it."  We  find  in  the 
finite  object  the  ideality  that  we  ascribe  to  the  world  as  a 
whole.  Or,  as  Professor  Watson  expresses  this  thought,  "  It 
is  just  the  infinity  of  the  beautiful  object,  i.e.  its  power  of 
revealing  the  whole  in  the  part,  that  gives  rise  to  the  peace 
and  harmony  of  the  whole  man,  and  lifts  him  above  the 
allurements  of  sense  and  the  strenuous  effort  of  the  strug- 
gle after  goodness."  ^ 

All  this  is  vague  enough,  if  we  try  to  form  any  concrete 
picture.  Still  the  same  thing  may  be  said  about  the  very 
principle  of  religion,  the  ideality  of  the  real.  In  fact,  all 
our  ideals  are  vague ;  but  that  they  are  so,  is  not  an  insu- 
perable difficulty. 

We  can  look  at  this  vagueness  from  two  points  of  view. 
First,  our  ideals  themselves  are  vague.  Thus,  when  we 
say  that  the  real  is  the  ideal,  clearly  we  can  form  no 
1  Cf.  Lotze,  Outlines  of  -Esthetics,  Chapter  I. 
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picture  of  the  universe  and  its  ideality.  We  are  asserting 
something  vastly  beyond  the  power  of  our  intuition.  The 
content  of  our  judgment  is  simply  the  assertion  of  an  ulti- 
mate harmony  between  the  will  in  its  struggle  toward  self- 
realization  and  the  world  of  which  it  is  a  member.  Ajrain, 
we  may  illustrate  the  same  thought  by  showing  its  bearing 
upon  our  knowledge.  We  identify  the  true  and  complete 
interpretation  of  the  world  with  knowledge  ;  yet  our  knowl- 
edge as  it  actually  exists  is  but  finite  and  often  seriously 
erroneous.  None  the  less  we  assert  that  as  we  progress 
in  knowledge,  obeying  the  formal  and  material  laws  of 
thought,  we  approach  the  ultimate  ideal  of  knowledge. 
In  short,  we  can  neglect  the  fact  that  our  picture  of  the 
complete  truth  is  most  vague.  We  feel  sure  that  in  spite 
of  this  vagueness  of  our  ideal,  knowledge  progresses 
toward  it. 

So  also  in  religion.  The  ideal  world  in  its  completeness 
is  beyond  the  power  of  our  intuition ;  but  as  we  struggle 
toward  self-realization,  we  are  assured  that  there  can  be  no 
conflict  between  true  self-realization  and  reality  itself.  In 
short,  our  principles  have  their  main  value  not  in  what 
they  enable  us  to  picture,  but  in  their  removing  obstacles 
from  the  way  of  the  will  and  of  the  intellect,  the  one  in  its 
work  of  self-realization,  the  other  in  its  work  of  forming 
absolutely  valid  judgments. 

Secondlv,  we  may  say  that  our  ideals,  like  our  knowledge,   [P"*  'riieir 
undergo  developmerit.      The   true    ideal,  like   the   perfect  nicnt  Ri-ad- 
knowledge,  represents  the  consummation  of  a  development,  Hiy'^.^;;',*"""' 
the  goal  of  evolution.     The  ideal  that  we  have,  like  the  vagueness, 
knowledge  that  we  have,  is  indefinitely  removed  from  its 
perfect  form ;  and,  as  a  consequence,  we  can  picture  that 
form  only  in  the  faintest,  vaguest  outline,  yet  not  so  faintly 
nor  so  vaguely  that   our  ideal   becomes  useless.     If   this 
were  not  so  we  should  be  forced  back  at  once  into  skep- 
ticism.    Inasmuch   as  the   only  truth   is   the    trutli   tliat 
holds  universally,  it  follows  that  if  we  are  to  liavc  knowl- 
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edge  at  all,  we  must  interpret  the  finite  in  the  light  of  the 
infinite,  or  of  the  universe  at  large ;  otherwise  our  interpre- 
tation would  not  be  valid.  Hence  we  must  conclude,  that 
as  man  intuits  the  facts  and  interprets  them,  he  is  able  to 
find  the  infinite  in  the  finite,  that  is,  to  find  in  the  finite 
truths  that  hold  universally,  truths  that  do  not  conflict 
with  the  absolutely  perfect  interpretation.  Now  just  as  he 
does  this  in  interpreting  reality,  so  also  does  he  do  so  in 
interpreting  the  good  and  the  beautiful.  From  one  point 
of  view  his  work  of  interpretation  may  seem  hopelessly 
finite,  incomplete,  and  imperfect.  It  may  seem  that  the 
element  of  universal  truth  is  all  but  infinitesimal.  Yet 
from  the  other  point  of  view  all  we  need  is  the  infinitesimal 
to  satisfy  the  demands  of  our  argument.  If  there  is  any 
universal  truth  in  science,  in  morality,  in  religion,  and  in 
art,  then  our  point  is  won.  We  admit  that  man's  inter- 
pretation may  be  indefinitely  erroneous  and  imperfect. 
Yet  at  the  same  time,  there  is  contained  in  it  some  of  the 
infinite,  and  this  at  once  raises  it  infinitely  above  absolute 
failure,  and  explains  why  our  ideals  may  be  so  vague,  and 
yet  be  universal  and  fully  adequate  to  our  needs. 

To  turn  to  the  second  problem  of  aesthetics.  Is  the 
aesthetic  judgment  universal  and  objective?  We  reply 
most  confidently :  It  is.  Our  aesthetic  judgments  ar  euni- 
versal  because  they  are  judgments,  for  a  judgment  not 
claiming  to  be  universal  is  no  judgment  whatever.  The 
hard  question  is  not  this,  but  rather :  What  makes  up  the 
nature  of  the  beautiful,  or  of  the  aesthetic  ideal?  Once  we 
grant  that  this  is  not  a  judgment  merely  asserting  a 
psychological  fact,  but  is  truly  an  ideal,  then  the  other 
question  is  at  once  answered. 

It  is  no  argument  against  the  universality  of  our 
aesthetic  judgments  to  show  how  indefinite  they  are  or 
how  liable  men  are  to  differ  in  aesthetic  taste ;  for  a 
similar  objection  might  be  urged  against  morality  and 
even  against  science.     At  the  most,  you  are  but  appeal- 


THE   NATURE   OF   THE   BEAUTIFUL  517 

ing  to  a  psychological  truth.  Philosophically,  your  truth 
has  nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with  the  case.  Infants' 
judgments  are  universal.  Their  poverty  and  discrepancy 
do  not  militate  against  the  objectivity  of  knowledge. 
In  short,  our  ability  to  know  develops,  and  so  does  our 
ability  to  judge  morally  and  sesthetically. 


i 


PART    SIX 

PHILOSOPHY  AS  A  SCIENCE 


CHAPTER   LV 

THE   DEFINITION   AND   SCOPE   OF   PHILOSOPHY  ^ 

We  have  now  finished  our  study  of  philosophy  proper ;  Philosophy 
but  before  closing  let  us  turn  to  a  brief  discussion  of  it  as  *^  ^  scieuce. 
a  science  among  sciences.  Such  a  discussion  will  treat  of 
its  definition  and  scope,  of  its  different  divisions,  of  its 
historical  development,  of  its  method,  and  finally  of  its 
meaning  and  value.  In  short,  we  shall  look  backward 
over  the  field  that  we  have  traversed  and  shall  discover 
from  a  higher  and  broader  point  of  view  its  character 
and  boundaries.  Our  first  topic  will  be  the  definition 
and  scope  of  philosophy. 

Professor   James,   in    discussing   how   consciousness   is  i.  itsdefmi- 
always  more  interested  in  one  part  of  its  subject  than  in  '""*' 
another,  and   how  "it  welcomes  and  rejects,  or  chooses, 
all   the  while  it   thinks,"    concludes   his   chapter   in   the 
following  words :  — 

"  Taking  human  experience  in  a  general  way,  the  choos-  The  division 
ings  of  different  men  are  to  a  great  extent  the  same.     The  j'„t„'^i,e  n^p 
race  as  a  whole  largely  agrees  as  to  what  it  shall  notice  and  and  the  not- 
name ;  and  among  the  noticed  parts  we  select  in  much  tlie 
same  way  for  accentuation  and  preference,  or  subordination 
and  dislike.     There  is,  however,  one  entirely  extraordinary 

1  On  the  various  meanings  of  the  term  "philosophy"  in  the  course 
of  history  and  at  the  present  time,  cf.  Ueberwcg-Ueinze,  Grundriss  dor 
Geschichte  der  Philosophie.     8te  Aufl.     Berlin,  1894.     Teil  I,  S.  1-5. 

Windelband,  History,  section  I. 

Paulsen,  Introduction,  pp.  1-50. 

Spencer,  First  Principles,  Part  II,  Chapter  I. 

Sidgwick,  Philosophy  :  Its  Scope  and  Relations.  London  and  New 
York,  1902. 
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case  ill  which  no  two  men  ever  are  known  to  choose  alike. 
One  great  splitting  of  the  whole  universe  into  two  halves 
is  made  by  each  of  us ;  and  for  each  of  us  almost  all  of  the 
interest  attaches  to  one  of  the  halves ;  but  we  all  draw  the 
line  of  division  between  them  in  a  different  place.  When 
1  say  that  we  all  call  the  two  halves  by  the  same  names,  and 
that  those  names  are  ^  me '  and  '  not-me,'  respectively,  it 
will  at  once  be  seen  what  I  mean.  The  altogether  unique 
kind  of  interest  which  each  human  mind  feels  in  those 
parts  of  creation  which  it  can  call  me  or  mine  may  be  a 
moral  riddle,  but  it  is  a  fundamental  psychological  fact. 
No  mind  can  take  the  same  interest  in  his  neighbor's 
me  as  in  his  own.  The  neighbor's  me  falls  together  with 
all  the  rest  of  things  in  one  foreign  mass  against  which  his 
own  me  stands  out  in  startling  relief.  Even  the  trodden 
worm,  as  Lotze  somewhere  says,  contrasts  his  own  suffer- 
ing self  with  the  whole  remaining  universe,  though  he 
have  no  clear  conception  either  of  himself  or  of  what  the 
universe  maj'  be.  He  is  for  me  a  mere  part  of  the  world ; 
for  him  it  is  I  who  am  the  mere  part.  Each  of  us  dichoto- 
mizes the  Kosmos  in  a  different  place."  ^ 
But  there  is  Still,  mysteiious  as  is  this  division,  which  each  one  of  us 
funda-  makes,  of  the  world  into  two  parts,  the  me  and  the  not^nie, 

mental  \^Q^y  much  more  so  is  that  profoundest  of  all  divisions  which 

division,  .  ^ 

into  the         sets  over  against  the  me  and  the  not-me  the  perceiving  mind 
knower  and 
the  known. 


whose  objects  they  both  are  ! 


For  this  ^^  ^^   ^^^^  o^^  thoughts  to  some    part  of   the  lifeless 

division  we  world  and  then  to  man,,  what  greatest  of  differences  do  we 

suppose  behold  !     The  waves  of  the  sea  ride  over  its  surface  from 

?^\°^L        u  continent    to  continent,  they  dash    upon  its   shores    from 

(a)  Through  ''  ^ 

conscious-      Greenland  to  the  far  South.     In  the  form  of   mist  their 

worid^s  re-    P^^ticles  of  water  are  drawn  upward,  and  float  as  clouds 

veaied  to        over  land  and  sea.     As  rain,  they  fall  upon  mountain  and 

'  valley,  and  bring  refreshment  to  every  form  of  life.     As 

brooks   and   rivers,  they  dash  over   the    hillside,  or   flow 

1  Principles  of  Psychology,  Vol.  I,  p.  289. 
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quietly  through  the  plain.  But  what  do  the  ^vaves  and 
the  drops  of  water  know  of  the  world  that  they  help  to 
make  so  grand  and  fair?  Over  and  over  again,  through 
age  after  age,  the  same  particle  of  water  makes  the  round 
from  the  sea  back  once  more  into  the  sea ;  j^et  for  it,  ex- 
cept in  the  imagination  of  the  poet,  the  world  is  not. 

But  when  we  turn  our  thoughts  toward  the  creatures 
that  owe  their  very  life  to  these  same  particles  of  water, 
toward  man  and  beast,  how  great  is  the  change  of  scene ! 
For  them  there  are  earth  and  sky,  sunshine  and  shadow, 
field  and  forest,  leaf  and  flower,  work  and  play,  joy  and 
sorrow.  This  difference  that  seems  as  wide  as  that  be- 
tween everything  and  nothing,  is  all  to  be  found  in  the  one 
thing  that  they  alone  possess,  namely,  mind.  They  have 
minds.  For  them,  therefore,  there  is  a  world;  but  for  the 
sea  and  the  earth  and  the  air  there  is  no  world. 

Thus,  in  order  that  there  may  be  for  us  a  world,  we 
must  have  a  mind,  we  must  be  conscious.  Accordingly, 
whenever  it  happens  that  through  some  accident  or  other 
cause  we  are  for  a  time  deprived  of  consciousness,  for 
example,  when  we  faint,  are  stunned,  or  are  under  the 
influence  of  an  anaesthetic,  the  world,  as  far  as  we  are  im- 
mediately concerned,  ceases  to  be.  We  are,  as  it  were, 
dead,  and  have  become  like  the  stones  which  do  not  see, 
hear,  or  feel. 

The  same  truth  is  brought  liome  to  us  when  we  try  to 
picture  the  mental  life  of  those  who  are  deprived  of  some 
of  their  senses.  The  blind  are  conscious  of  the  existence 
of  the  world  just  as  truly  as  we  are ;  but  they  do  not  per- 
ceive that  part  of  the  world  which  we  call  light.  They 
know  from  us  that  there  is  something  in  this  world  that 
they  are  unable  to  enjoy,  and  they  find  that  we  ai'o  able  to 
do  things  by  means  of  our  sight  that  they  without  sight  are 
not  able  to  do.  Moreover,  in  spite  of  all  tliat  we  try  to  do 
to  promote  their  welfare,  we  are  not  able  to  make  good 
their  loss ;  for  we  cannot,  except  in  a  few  cases,  restore 
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their  sight,  and  it  is  only  by  so  doing  that  the  deficiency 
can  be  made  good.  In  short,  the  lack  of  this  type  of  con- 
sciousness must  prevent  the  world  of  light  ever  existing 
for  them  in  the  sense  that  it  exists  for  us. 

Thus  we  see  that  consciousness  is  the  means  hy  which  the 
world  is  revealed  to  us.  It  draws  back  the  curtain  that 
conceals  the  world  from  our  view ;  and  whenever  it  leaves 
us,  no  matter  for  how  short  a  time,  we  lose  sight  of  the 
world.  The  curtain  has  fallen  to ;  and  we  are  left  in  that 
litter  darkness  where  not  even  the  darkness  itself  can  be 
said  to  exist,  for  all  has  passed  for  us  into  an  absolute  zero. 
Thus  we  may  draw  as  a  first  conclusion,  Consciousness  is 
the  Revealer  of  the  World. 

But  we  shall  find  that  consciousness  is  even  more.  Con- 
sciousness is  also  the  Interpreter  of  the  World.  But  what 
does  this  mean?  How  shall  we  state  the  difference  be- 
tween an  interpretation  and  a  revelation  of  anything?  By 
the  latter  Ave  are  made  aware  of  the  existence  or  presence 
of  the  given  thing,  we  become  conscious  that  it  is  ;  whereas 
by  the  former  we  come  to  know  what  sort  of  thing  it  is  of 
which  we  have  been  made  aware,  that  is,  we  realize  what 
the  thing  is.  Thus  consciousness,  as  the  revealer  of  the 
world,  tells  us  that  the  world  is ;  whereas  consciousness, 
as  the  interpreter  of  the  world,  tells  us  what  the  world  is. 

How  many  times  do  we  behold  objects  such  as  stones, 
trees,  birds,  or  beasts  with  whose  names,  origin,  and  char- 
acteristics we  are  not  acquainted !  These  objects,  as  they 
stand  before  us,  surely  form  part  of  the  world  revealed  to 
us  by  our  present  consciousness.  In  short,  they  are  re- 
vealed to  us,  but  we  are  in  the  moment  unable  to  interpret 
them.  However,  should  a  mineralogist,  a  botanist,  or  a 
zoologist  be  with  us,  he  could  tell  us  much  about  these 
objects.  He  could  interpret  them  not  only  by  telling  their 
names,  but  also  by  giving  further  information,  such  as 
their  origin,  their  utility,  their  manner  of  life,  and,  in  brief, 
their  relations  to  hundreds  of  other  things.     Clearly  the 
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means  by  which  the  scientist  would  perform  this  act  of 
interpreting  is  consciousness.  Above  all,  it  would  be  that 
sort  of  consciousness  which  we  call  memor}^  for  what  he 
has  learned  in  books,  and  has  seen  in  past  experiments  and 
observations,  is  now  brought  forward  to  supply  that  infor- 
mation which  forms  the  interpretation. 

But  consciousness  performs  far  simpler  and  more  frequent 
interpretations  than  such  instances  as  those  to  which  we 
have  just  referred.  In  every  perception  we  have  examples. 
As  we  look  about  the  room,  not  only  do  we  see  the  many 
objects  therein  contained,  but  we  recognize  them  ;  for  they 
are  not  presented  to  consciousness  as  mere  things,  but  as 
books,  chairs,  tables,  doors,  and  windows.  They  stand  out 
from  one  another.  The  one  is  higher  than  the  other. 
This  object  is  prettier  than  that.  The  objects  seen  in  the 
mirror  are  reflections  ;  and  so  we  might  continue  indefinitely 
to  describe  the  hundreds  of  interpretations  that  a  few  glances 
about  the  room  would  bring  forth  in  us  instantaneously. 

Then  again,  psychology  teaches  us  that  we  but  gradually 
come  to  know  the  things  which  we  see,  hear,  touch,  and 
feel.  This  is  most  clearly  seen  in  the  case  of  one  born 
blind  and  later  in  life  given  his  sight  by  a  surgical  opera- 
tion. For  him  a  new  world  comes  into  existence,  or 
rather  to  him  a  new  world  is  revealed.  But  much  time 
is  required  before  he  is  able  to  interpret  this  new  world 
correctly.  He  sees  objects  with  which  he  has  long  ago 
been  well  acquainted  through  touch,  but  now  he  does  not 
recognize  them.  Before  him  stands  a  familiar  chair  ;  but 
he  does  not  see  that  it  is  a  chair.  It  is  not  until  he  is 
brought  into  contact  with  it  that  he  perceives  what  thing 
he  has  been  seeing.  Now  for  the  first  time  he  interprets 
what  he  has  seen  all  along.  In  fact,  the  whole  chapter  of 
psychology  that  explains  perception  gives  illustrations  of 
what  is  meant  by  consciousness  being  an  interpreter  of  the 
world,  for  in  all  adult  perception  just  as  much  as  in  tlio 
higher  processes  of  thinking  we  have  repeated  cxanii)h's. 
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But  we  must  not  forget  that  wherever  consciousness 
interprets,  it  also  reveals.  It  is  the  seen  chair,  or  it  is 
the  object  thought  about  that  is  recognized.  Hence,  con- 
sciousness always  fulfills  the  twofold  function  of  revealer 
and  interpreter. 

There  is,  however,  a  great  psychological  difference 
between  the  two  activities.  All  consciousness  reveals  to 
us  some  element  of  the  world,  no  matter  whether  the  state 
be  a  feeling,  an  act  of  knowledge,  or  a  volition ;  for  in  all 
three  we  are  brougrht  into  that  contact  with  the  world 
within  or  without  us  that  we  have  spoken  of  as  a  revela- 
tion of  the  world.  But  in  cognition  alone  do  we  interpret 
the  world.  In  fact,  to  know  and  to  interpret  mean  the 
same  thing.  Thus  we  get  our  conclusion.  The  world  is 
revealed  to  us  through  all  forms  of  consciousness,  or  they 
constitute  our  source  of  information ;  but  knowledge  is 
our  sole  means  of  interpreting  the  world. 

Now  the  history  of  human  civilization  is  the  story  of 
how  we  have  perfected  little  by  little  the  interpretation  of 
this  world  of  which  each  one  of  us,  as  body  and  as  mind, 
forms  a  part.  Likewise,  biography  tells  how  the  years  of 
childhood,  youth,  and  manhood  are  passed  in  learning  to 
know  better  and  better  what  this  world  is  into  which  each 
one  of  us  is  born.  We  thus  speak  of  the  greatness  of  a 
civilization  or  of  a  man  in  proportion  to  the  completeness 
and  the  perfection  of  this  interpretation.  In  science  man 
has  been  working  out  nature's  laws,  or  uniformities ;  in 
religion  he  has  been  seeking  to  learn  the  meaning  and 
destiny  of  the  universe  and  of  his  own  life  as  part  of  the 
universe  ;  in  ethics  he  has  been  judging  of  conduct  in 
order  to  find  what  ultimate  ideals  of  himself  he  should 
form,  and  how  he  may  realize  those  ideals  when  formed ; 
and  in  art  he  has  been  striving  to  express  in  concrete  form 
the  story  of  the  world  he  gets  through  his  emotional 
nature. 

One  of  the  chief  interpretations  that  he  has  made  is,  as 
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Professor  James  told  us,  the  division  of  the  world  into  two  Two  stages 
parts,  —  the  world  without  and  the  world  within ;  but  these  '"  ^'''^  '^®?^' 

.  1  ,,  opiiientof 

parts  are  not  interpreted  equally  well  in  the  first  stages  interpre- 
of  knowledge  either  in  the  growth  of  the  child  or  in  the  ***'""' 
course  of  advancing  civilization.  The  first  world  that  we 
come  to  know  well  is  the  world  without,  the  objective 
world;  whereas  we  come  but  gradually  to  look  within, 
to  behold  our  own  selves,  and  to  rise  to  self-conscious- 
ness. Moreover,  even  when  we  do  become  self-conscious, 
it  requires  long  training  and  much  skill  before  we  are 
accurate  observers  and  skilful  interpreters  of  self.  Thus 
concerning  consciousness  we  may  note  two  important 
things.  First,  as  it  develops,  it  comes  but  gradually  to 
know  self;  and  secondly,  the  beginning  and  maturity 
of  this  self-consciousness  is  comparatively  late  in  the 
development  of  consciousness  as  a  whole. 

Now  these  same  truths  hold  of  our  interpretation  of  the  a  third 
world.     Just  as  consciousness  can  look  inward  upon  itself,   r|,'^e,*itefn)y 
can  behold  and  interpret  itself,  so  also  can  consciousness  philosophy, 
look  in  upon  its  work  of  interpreting  the  world.     As  in 
its  first  stage  it  was  given  to  beholding  and  to  knowing 
the  world  without,  so  necessarily  was  its  interpretation  an 
interpretation  of  the  world  without.     Then  later  came  the 
period  when  it  came  to  know  the  world  within,  and  now 
finally  comes  a  third  period  when  it  looks  not  only  upon 
the  world  without  and  the  world  within  but  upon  its  own 
interpretation  of   those  worlds.     It  comes  to  see  that  it 
has   been   interpreting   all   the   while,  and   then    it   com- 
mences to  observe  and   to  interpret  even  the  interpreta- 
tion.    This  third  stage  we  may  speak  of  as  that  in  whicli 
our  interpretation  of  the  world  comes  to  self-consciousness. 

But  come  it  early  or  late,  interpretation  must  in  time 
arrive  at  that  same  question  with  which  each  individual 
is  sure  to  be  brought  face  to  face,  the  question.  What  am 
I  ?  The  answer  to  this  question  of  interpretation  is  phi- 
losophy.     Philosophy  is  thus    our   intei'pretation    of   the 
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world  coming  to  self-consciousness,  or,  in  other  words, 
our  very  interpretiition  itself  becoming  the  object  of 
interpretation.  Therefore,  for  the  time  being,  we  shall 
define  philosophy  as  the  science  of  all  interpretations  of 
the  world. 

Thus  far  we  have  learned  that  philosophy  is  the  science 
of  all  interpretations.  We  must  now  ask  ourselves  what 
we  are  to  expect  from  such  a  science,  what  will  be  its  scope  ? 
Clearly  to  answer  our  question  we  must  inquire  what  are 
the  problems  presented  by  the  interpretation  of  the  world 
studied  as  such. 

Before  all  else  we  should  distinguish  between  the  field 
of  psychology  and  that  of  philosophy  ;  for  psychology,  too,, 
investigates  and  interprets  knowledge.  This  it  does,  indeed, 
but  in  a  quite  different  sense.  Knowledge,  just  as  every 
other  object  that  we  study,  has  characteristics  that  connect 
it  with  other  things,  that,  in  short,  make  it  of  the  same 
genus  as  they.  These  common  properties  we  speak  of 
as  conferentiee.  But  it  must  then  have  still  other  char- 
acteristics that  distinguish  it  from  all  else.  These  are 
the  differentiae.  Now  any  science  of  knowledge  in  order 
to  be  such  must  of  necessity  interpret  knowledge  from 
the  standpoint  of  its  differentiae ;  and  if  there  are  to  be 
two  sciences  of  knowledge  having  different  fields,  then 
clearly  they  must  divide  these  differentice  between  them 
and  treat  the  one,  the  one  set,  and  the  other,  the  other 
set. 

But  what  are  the  differentiae  of  knowledge,  and  how  are 
they  divided  between  the  two  sciences?  How  shall  we 
divide  off  the  field  of  psychology  from  that  of  phi- 
losophy ? 

On  the  one  hand,  knowledge  is  a  form  of  consciousness 
that  has  a  certain  genesis,  that  arises  in  uniformity  with 
certain  physiological  changes  in  the  nervous  system,  that 
bears  certain  relations  to  other  types  of  conscious  states, 
and   that  is  built  up  through    the  elaboration  of   mental 
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elements  of  a  lower  form.  Thus,  in  general,  knowledge, 
like  every  other  event,  has  its  own  peculiar  genesis  and 
uniformities  and  in  the  widest  sense  relations  with  other 
phenomena.     The  science  of  these  is  psychology. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  found  that  knowledge  has  a 
quite  different  characteristic,  one  that  is  nowhere  paralleled, 
the  characteristic  that  makes  it  alone  the  interpreter  of  the 
world.    The  science  of  knowledge  in  this  sense  is  philosophy. 

These  two  classes  of  differentiae  are  quite  distinct,  but 
are  none  the  less  often  confused.  From  this  confusion 
there  has  arisen  the  tendency  in  some  circles  to  identify 
psychology  and  philosophy,  to  do  which  is  to  fail  to  see 
in  knowledge  what  primarily  differentiates  it  from  all 
other  forms  of  consciousness,  in  fact,  from  all  other 
things.  Thus  by  distinguishing  it  from  psychology,  we  Our  final 
may   define    philosophy    nearer.     It    is    the    science    of  ''ffi°'tionof 

,  ,     ,  .  r  1  philosophy. 

knowledge  in  so  far  as  knowledge  is  the  interpreter  of 
the  world. 

Having  now  determined  the  definition  of  philosophy  and 
distinguished  it  from  psychology,  we  must  finally  ask,  What  ii.  The  re- 
is  its  relation  to  the  other  sciences  ?     But  in  order  to  answer  ['^fll^osXhv 
this  question  we  shall  have  to  deal  briefly  with  the  wider  to  the  other 
problem  of  the  classification  of  knowledge. 

In  the  history  of  primitive  knowledge  there  comes  a  time  I'limitive 
when  man  consciously  presents  problems  to  himself,  and  ""'^  "^  so- 
deliberatively  tries  to  answer  these  problems.  Before 
that  stage,  be  it  in  the  life  of  the  nation  or  of  the 
individual,  knowledge  and  the  acquirement  of  knowl- 
edge must  be  haphazard.  Knowledge  comes  to  man 
rather  than  man  goes  in  search  of  knowledge. 

But  just  as  the  lowest  creatures  that  must  be  bathed 
in  a  nourishing  fluid  and  are  hardly  able  to  adjust  them- 
selves to  any  changes  of  environment  are  especially 
liable  to  encounter  starvation ;  so  also  is  that  knowledge 
which  lacks  all  conscious  guidance  prone  to  narrowness, 
inconsistency,  error,  and  general  inadequacy.     Concerning 
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the  few  matters  with  which  the  daily  needs  require  the 
individual  to  he  familiar  at  the  peril  of  his  life,  there 
must  grow  up  a  comparatively  extensive  knowledge  even 
among  harharians.  But  a  wider  knowledge  cannot  come 
merely  by  chance,  that  is,  wholly  by  forces  acting  from 
without ;  it  cannot  come  except  it  rouse  the  instinctive 
curiosity  of  the  growing  mind  to  active  search.  This 
search  once  begun  is  the  beginning  of  that  greater  at- 
tempt of  man  to  interpret  the  universe,  which  we  call 
science.  The  former  type  of  knowledge  will  always  con- 
tinue to  exist  and  to  awaken  the  interest  and  to  suggest 
new  problems ;  but  the  higher  type  of  knowledge  to 
which  it  has  given  birth  must  soon  part  company  and 
become  a  great  organized  system  by  itself. 

The  simpler  and  earlier  knowledge,  which,  it  must  not 
be  forgotten,  continues  to  be  the  "  everyday  "  knowledge 
of  mankind,  is  called  the  Non -formulated  Knowledge ; 
whereas  the  higher  type  is  called  the  Formulated  Knowledge. 

Thus  non-formulated  knowledge  is  the  ordinary  informa- 
tion gained  by  each  one  of  us  in  the  walks  of  daily  life.  It 
is  the  but-little-systematized  knowledge  which  makes  up 
the  greater  part  of  our  acquaintance  with  the  things  about 
us.  It  is  the  knowledge  that  we  pick  up  largely  from 
chance  experience  and  that  lacks  all  definite  organiza- 
tion. Non-formulated  knowledge  is,  in  short,  the  knowl- 
edge of  everyday  life. 

On  the  other  hand,  formulated  knowledge  is  the  con- 
scious answer  to  definite  questions,  which  questions  are 
in  known  relation  to  one  another.  In  answering  these 
questions  it  seeks  to  arrive  at  universally  valid  conclusions, 
and  therefore  it  consciously  looks  for  all  the  evidence 
bearing'  on  such  conclusions.  Formulated  knowledge  we 
ordinarily  speak  of  as  science. 

However,  the  reader  should  not  forget  that  the  formu- 
lation of  knowledge  has  degrees,  and  that  the  marked 
difference  between  the  two  types  of   knowledge    appears 
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only  after  a  considerable  development  has  taken  place; 
such,  for  example,  as  has  been  witnessed  in  the  great  civili- 
zations, especially  of  Greece  and  the  Modern  World.  The 
two  types  are  but  stages  in  the  evolution  of  knowledge. 
The  elements  that  in  the  one  type  come  out  far  more 
clearly,  though  present  in  all  knowledge,  are  the  syste- 
matic character,  the  search  for  universal  proof  and  for 
causal  law.  Consciously  or  unconsciously,  the  formu- 
lated knowledge  has  as  its  motto  the  unity  of  the 
universe,  and  this  motto  guides  it  in  all  its  work ;  for 
various  though  its  tasks  may  be  it  believes  them  to  be 
parts  of  one  greater  task,  —  the  knowledge  of  the  universe 
as  a  whole  and  as  a  unity. 

As  knowledge  becomes  differentiated   into   formulated   Pmeand 

and    non-formulated   knowledo^e,   so   in    turn  does  formu-  ^i^P^^^*^ 

°  Science. 

lated  knowledge  become  further  differentiated  into  pure 
and  applied  science. 

Of  course  this  division  of  knowledge  into  the  theoretical 
and  practical  carries  us  back  to  the  earliest  stages  ;  for,  as  the 
theory  of  natural  selection  would  lead  us  to  believe,  knowl- 
edge must  always  have  been  applied  by  the  individual  to  meet 
the  demands  of  a  complex  environment  to  which  reflex  action 
and  instinct  but  partially  adapted  him.  Hence,  we  may 
conclude  that  just  as  knowledge  of  the  most  primitive  kind 
tends  ever  to  become  an  applied  knowledge,  so  must  the 
formulated  knowledge  also  be  prone  to  transform  itself  into 
an  applied  formulated  knowledge.  Still,  back  of  both 
pure  and  applied  knowledge,  two  distinct  impulses  of  man 
can  be  clearly  felt.  We  have,  on  the  one  hand,  liis 
ardent  curiosity,  and  on  the  other,  his  pressing  need  to 
apply  through  his  sagacity  the  knowledge  that  he  has  to 
the  fulfilling  of  other  desires  of  his  nature.  These  two 
demands  must  lead  in  time  to  a  marked  differentiation 
between  the  two  types  of  knowledge ;  and  there  will  there- 
fore arise  two  great  sorts  of  formulated  knowledge,  —  the 
pure  and  the  applied. 
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Applied  As  we  liiive  seen,  the  difference  between  the  two  is  con- 

Science,  tained  in  the  distinction  between  the  theoretical  and  the 
practical.  Man  ilnds  that  his  theoretical  science  discloses 
to  him  natural  processes  and  their  laws.  In  the  knowledge 
of  these  processes  and  laws,  he  discovers  or  seeks  to  dis- 
cover a  power  that  will  enable  him  to  adapt  nature's  forces 
to  the  fulfilling  of  man's  needs.  Thus  the  laws  that  botany 
and  organic  chemistry  reveal  are  studied  by  the  agricul- 
turalist with  the  purpose  of  making  them  means  to  increase 
the  productivity  of  the  soil  and  to  perfect  the  varieties  of 
plants.  In  certain  branches  of  medicine  the  knowledge 
gained  by  theoretical  anatomy,  physiology,  physiological 
chemistry,  and  other  sciences,  is  taken  up  and  so  adapted 
that  it  may  form  an  art  of  healing  by  means  of  drugs  or 
through  the  surgical  operation.  In  the  same  way  the 
engineer  adapts  the  knowledge  of  chemistry,  physics,  and 
other  theoretical  sciences  to  gain  rules  to  be  used  in  con- 
struction, mining,  and  other  similar  pursuits.  The  aim  is 
wholly  practical. 

P"r«  In  pure  science   the  aim  is  quite  different.     This  depart- 

Science.  ^  ,  .  ^    ^      <•  i-  i. 

ment  oi  knowledge  arises  solely  irom  one  desire  on  the  part 

of  man,  —  the  longing  to  know  the  universe.  Such  knowl- 
edge is  not  to  serve  as  a  means  to  accomplish  some  external 
end,  but  is  an  end  in  itself. 

Instead  of  the  terms  "pure"  and  "applied"  science  we 
may  use  the  words  "science,"  and  "art"  or  "technology." 
Accordingly,  we  thus  far  find  two  uses  of  the  word 
"  science  "  ;  the  former  denotes  formulated  knowledge,  the 
latter  denotes  pure  or  theoretical  formulated  knowledge. 
Science  and  But,  as  we  have  already  seen,  science,  even  in  this 
Philosophy,  narrower  sense,  is  divided.  Our  desire  to  know  the  world 
leads  to  that  interpretation  which  we  call  theoretical  science. 
Yet  over  and  above  this  there  comes  for  science  a  new  and 
further  problem,  namely,  the  interpretation  of  our  interpre- 
tation, or  the  field  of  philosophy.  Thus  we  shall  divide 
pure  science  into  two  great  fields;  the  one  is  given  to  the 


DEFINITION  AND   SCOPE   OF  PHILOSOPHY 


533 


interpretation  of  the  different  parts  of  the  world  within  and 
without  us  ;  the  second  is  limited  to  the  investigation  of  the 
problems  presented  us  by  this  interpretation  as  such.  So  our 
new  division  gives  us,  first,  the  scientific  interpretation  of 
the  world,  and,  secondly,  the  science  of  all  interpretation, 
in  short,  science  and  philosophy. 

At  this  point  we  should  notice  that  we  have  used  the  Three  mean- 
word  "science"  in  three  senses  :  first,  or  in  its  broadest  mean-  1°^*  °^  *^® 

^  term 

ing,  formulated  knowledge ;  secondly,  or  in  its  narrower  Scieuce. 
meaning,  pure  science  as  opposed  to  art;  and  finally,  its 
narrowest  meaning,  science  as  opposed  to  philosophy.     In 
our  discussion  we  shall  do  well  to  use  the  term  always  in 
this  last  sense,  that  is,  as  distinguished  from  philosophy. 

We  have   now  the   following   classification  of  knowl- 
edge : — 

r  Science  (or  the  Special 
Pure  Science.  J  Sciences). 


Knowledsfe. 


Formulated 
Knowledge. 


t.  Philosophy. 
^  Art  (or  Applied  Science). 


Non-formulated 
Knowledge. 
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The  general 
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or 

formal  and 

material 
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From  the  previous  chapter  we  have  learned  that 
philosophy  is  the  science  of  knowledge  as  the  interpreter 
of  the  world.  We  have  now  to  inquire  :  What  will  be  the 
special  problems  into  which  we  can  divide  the  general 
problem  of  interpretation  ?  The  divisions  of  philosophy 
given  to  the  study  of  these  special  problems  are  called  the 
Disciplines  of  Philosophy.  Our  new  question  thus  becomes, 
What  are  the  disciplines  of  philosophy  ? 

To  answer  this  question  we  must  first  search  for  a 
principle  of  division.  In  our  study  of  philosophical 
problems  we  found  some  of  far  more  general  import  than 
others.  Thus  the  theory  of  knowledge  dealt  with  more 
general  problems  than  did  metaphysics.  The  former 
tried  to  show  us  the  nature  of  knowledge  irrespective  of 
the  object ;  for  it  studied  judgment,  no  matter  whether 
tlie  judgment  were  one  of  science  or  of  morality.  It 
studied  judgment  in  its  most  general  aspects.  Thus  we 
may  define  the  theory  of  knowledge  as  that  philosophical 
discipline  that  studies  knowledge  as  such,  knowledge 
irrespective  of  its  content,  or  again,  as  some  would  word  it, 
the  formal  nature  of  knowledge.  We  should  then  doubt- 
less choose  as  our  principle  of  division  the  generality  of  the 
knowledge  under  study  ;  and  seemingly  this  will  divide 
off  from  the  other  disciplines  the  theory  of  knowledge,  the 
most  general  discipline  of  philosophy. 

This   division   adopted,    the    remaining    disciplines     of 

1  Cf.  Kiilpe,  Introduction  to  Philosophy,  translated  by  Pillsbury  and 
Tltchener.     London  and  New  York,  1897.     Section  3. 
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philosophy  will  deal  with  the  material  nature  of  knowledge 
as  the  interpreter  of  the  world.  They  will  take  into  con- 
sideration the  various  problems  that  knowledge  solves, 
and  study,  not  its  most  general  aspects,  but  the  additional 
elements  present  the  moment  some  special  problem  is 
before  it  for  solution.  Thus  we  divide  philosophy  into 
its  formal  and  material  disciplines. 

But  at  this  point  one  objection  may  be  raised  against  The  general 
our  division.  Is  not  the  philosophy  of  religion  rather  theTheory^ 
than  the  theory  of  knowledge  the  formal  discipline  ?  Is  oi  Knowi- 
not  religion  the  fundamental  element  of  all  interpretation,  thePhiioso- 
f or  the  deepest  of  all  principles  is  that  of  the  will,  since  p''^  ^^  ^" 
the  will  is  the  basis  even  of  knowledge?  We  grant  the 
premise  and  admit  that  the  most  general  philosophical 
discipline  must  take  account  of  this  truth.  But  the 
objector  has  forgotten  that  an  act  of  the  will  is  one  thing 
and  that  a  judgment  is  a  very  different  thing.  In  philoso- 
phy we  are  studying  judgment  or  knowledge,  and  therefore 
we  study  the  activity  of  the  will  only  as  something  that 
can  be  transformed  into  a  judgment.  That  is,  we  put 
the  decisions  of  our  will  into  the  form  of  judgments,  and  as 
such  we  study  them  ;  hence  the  study  of  judgment  as  such 
precedes  the  study  even  of  this  special  type.  It  is  true 
that  from  one  point  of  view  all  judgments  involve  an  act 
of  will  or  presuppose  an  ideal.  This  truth,  however, 
belongs  ultimately  to  the  theory  of  knowledge  to  show, 
for  it  belongs  to  the  study  of  judgment  as  such.  Religion, 
however,  is  not  as  broad  as  all  knowledge.  All  knowledge 
may  involve  a  religious  element,  namely,  the  presupposition 
of  the  ideality  of  the  real;  still,  the  formulation  of  our 
ideals  of  the  world,  the  working  out  of  a  religious  faith,  is 
not  involved  in  all  knowledge.  It  is,  on  the  contrary,  one 
department  of  knowledge  beside  others.  It  takes  into 
consideration  the  peculiarities  of  its  field ;  and  the  philoso- 
phy of  religion  is  thus  a  material  and  not  a  formal  dis- 
cipline of  philosophy. 
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But  how  shall  we  divide  the  material  disciplines?  The 
question  asks  us  :  What  are  the  ultimate  ways  in  which 
the  existent,  or  the  Given,  can  be  interpreted?  There  is 
no  a  priori  method  by  which  this  can  be  answered.  We 
have  simply  to  ask  :  In  how  many  ultimate  ways  does  man 
actually  interpret  the  facts  ?  The  answer  so  far  offered  is : 
In  four,  in  Science,  Religion,  Moralit)*,  and  Art.  Each  one 
of  these  types  of  interpretation  is  different  from  the  others ; 
and  no  one  of  them,  as  we  have  attempted  to  show,  can  be 
reduced  to  the  other.  Hence  we  shall  have  four  special 
disciplines  of  philosophy :  the  Philosophy  of  Science,  of 
Religion,  of  Morality,  and  of  Art.  These  are  called 
respectivel}^  Metaphysics,  the  Philosophy  of  Religion, 
Theoretical  Ethics,  and  Esthetics. 

3Ietaphysics  is  the  science  of  reality  as  interpreted  hy 
science^  or  again,  is  the  science  of  the  principles  of  science. 
We  mean  by  principles  those  fundamental  truths  about 
the  world  necessarily  presupposed  in  interpreting  it,  or  the 
axioms  of  our  interpretation.  As  we  have  seen,  to  work 
out  the  character  of  an  interpretation  is  but  to  show  these 
principles  as  used  by  such  an  interpretation. 

The  philosophy  of  religion  is  the  science  of  the  principles 
of  religion.,  or  of  the  tvorld  as  interpreted  by  religion. 

Theoretical  ethics  is  the  science  of  the  principles  of  moral- 
ity, or  of  reality  as  interpreted  by  the  moral  consciousness. 

u^sthetics  is  the  science  of  the  principles  of  art,  or  of 
reality  as  interpreted  by  the  cesthetic  consciousness. 

In  this  chapter  we  are,  of  course,  using  the  term  "reality  " 
in  the  sense  of  the  existent,  the  Given,  the  factual,  or  the 
object  of  knowledge. 

But  all  this  time  nothing  has  been  said  about  Logic. 
Is  it  too  not  a  discipline  of  philosophy?  We  reply: 
Logic  is  a  practical  application  of  the  theory  of  knowl- 
edge and  of  metaphysics.  In  short,  logic  is  a  method- 
ology or  applied  philosophy.  We  thus  get  the  following 
scheme  :  — 
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1  Cf.  Chapter  I. 
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THE    HISTORICAL    DEV'ELOPMENT    OF    PHILOSOPHY  ^ 

The  familiar  law  of  animal  development  tells  us  that  as 
the  individual  or  race  evolves  there  is  a  differentiation  of 
organs  and  an  accompanying  division  of  labor.  In  the 
lowest  forms  of  life  there  is  no  differentiation  of  the  diges- 
tive tract  from  the  skin  or  general  organ  for  receiving  im- 
pressions from  without  the  body.  There  is  no  organ  for 
distributing  nutrition  as  the  arterial  system  of  the  verte- 
brate.    There  are  no  definite  organs  of  sensation.      The 

1  Literature. 

The  best  general  account  of  the  development  of  philosophy  from  the 
point  of  vIhw  of  its  problems  is  that  given  by  Windelband  in  his  History 
of  Philosophy,  to  which  we  have  so  often  referred  the  reader.  But  before 
reading  Windelband  the  student  would  do  well  to  have  read  the  other  type 
of  history,  uamely,  that  which  treats  of  the  successive  thinkers  and  their 
systems.  A  better  book  for  this  purpose  could  hardly  be  found  at  pres- 
ent than  Weber's  History  of  Philosophy,  to  which  also  we  have  often 
referred.  Cf.  also  A.  K.  Rogers,  A  Student's  History  of  Philosophy. 
New  York,  1901.  For  a  shorter  introduction  to  the  historical  develop- 
ment of  philosophy  the  student  is  referred  especially  to  Wundt's  Einlei- 
tung  in  die  Philosophie. 

If  the  student  desire  a  larger  work  on  the  history  of  modern  philosophy 
than  these,  he  is  especially  recommended  (in  spite  of  what  seem  to  many 
its  faults)  to  Kuno  Fischer's  Geschichte  der  neueren  Philosophie,  in  nine 
vols.  Jubilaumsausg.  Heidelberg,  1897-1902  ;  or,  to  mention  a  shorter 
work,  Windelband,  Geschichte  der  neueren  Philosophie,  2  vols.  2ded. 
1899  ;  or  again,  Hiiffding's  HLstory  of  Modern  Philosophy.  (The  last 
especially  for  the  latter  half  of  the  nineteenth  century.) 

For  the  history  of  ancient  philosophy,  cf.  A.  W.  Benn,  The  Philosophy 
of  Greece.  London,  1898.  E.  Zeller,  Grundriss  d.  Gesch.  d.  griech. 
Philosophie.  6^  Aufi.  1902.  [Translated  (older  edition)  into  English  by 
AUeyne  and  Abbott.     New  York,  Henry  Holt  and  Co.] 

For  references  to  the  history  of  special  disciplines  and  problems,  cf. 
the  footnotes  given  with  the  chapters  that  treat  of  them. 
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whole  body  seems  able  to  perform  the  chief  functions  of 
life;  whereas  in  the  highly  developed  organism  such  is 
not  the  case.  Here  there  is  the  digestive  tract,  the  organ 
for  distributing  nutrition,  the  organs  of  excretion,  the 
various  organs  of  sense,  and  the  central  nervous  system 
with  its  diiferentiations  of  function. 

Now,  what  is  true  in  animal  life  is  true,  in  a,  o-eneral 
way  at  least,  the  world  over.  Society  develops,  and,  as  it 
does  so,  differentiation  of  parts  takes  place.  So,  like- 
wise, science.  From  a  confused  mass  of  thoughts  it  be- 
comes a  systematized  or  formulated  knowledge.  From  a 
confused  mixture  of  problems  there  arises  a  gradual  differ- 
entiation of  the  problems,  and  with  them  a  separation  of 
the  special  sciences,  each  with  its  own  field  and  problems. 
Lastly,  what  is  true  in  science  is  true  also  in  philosophy. 

If  we  go  back  to  the  beginnings  of  knowledge,  in  the 
primitive  days  of  civilization,  we  fail  to  find  a  formulated 
knowledge  existing  beside  the  non-formulated.  But  in 
time  this  separation  does  take  place.  It  took  place  preem- 
inently in  Greek  civilization,  and  from  this  beginning  all 
further  divisions  of  science  have  arisen.  That  is,  to  trace 
the  historical  development  of  philosophy  we  are  forced  to 
go  back  to  the  days  of  the  sixth  century  before  Christ,  in 
Greece,  and  watch  how  there  gradually  arose  a  formulated 
knowledge,  and  how  the  different  problems  were,  little  by 
little,  separated  and  carefully  distinguished  the  one  from 
the  other.  If  we  take  the  whole  course  of  philosophy's 
development  from  those  early  days  to  our  own,  we  shall 
find  that  the  distinctions  or  differentiations  pointed  out  in 
showing  the  relation  of  philosophy  to  the  other  sciences, 
represent  in  a  general  way  this  development.  Thus,  the 
knowledge  of  the  infant  and  of  the  primitive  man  is  an 
entirely  non-formulated  one,  or  one  little  unified  and  sys- 
tematized. As  knowledge  progresses,  a  differentiation 
gradually  takes  place.  Part  of  it  becomes  more  anrl  more 
unified,  becomes  formulated.     Here  we  have  the  stage  of 


540 


INTRODUCTION   TO   PHILOSOPHY 


This 

differenti- 
ation li;is 
caused  iho 
term 

philosophy 
to  uiidcrijo 
chaufjes  in 
meaniii''. 


Also  the 
more  special 
law  of 
mental 
evolution 
has  played 
its  part. 
This  law  is 
twofold. 


development    represented    by  early   pre-Socratic   science. 
This  was  called  philosophy. 

Now,  philosophy  being  a  very  ancient  word  and  having 
been  applied  to  knowledge  when  knowledge  was  compara- 
tively little  differentiated,  it  has  been  constantly  under- 
going changes  of  meaning,  as  knowledge  has  become  more 
and  more  differentiated.  As  a  consequence,  the  use  of 
the  word  in  the  history  of  science  has  been  most  various. 
As  we  have  just  seen,  if  we  go  back  to  the  early  Greeks, 
philosophy  means  formulated  knowledge. 

The  next  differentiation  of  knowledge  was  into  theo- 
retical and  applied  formulated  knowledge ;  and  here,  too, 
the  term  "  philosophy"  changed  its  meaning.  It  now  be- 
came the  name  given  to  theoretical  science,  or  science  in 
the  broader  sense.  This  meaning  was  retained  by  philos- 
ophy till  our  own  times  and  is  common  even  to-day. 

Yet  the  field  of  knowledge  has  undergone  further  differ- 
entiation, and  in  turn  knowledge  has  done  so  too,  to  accord 
with  its  field.  This  last  differentiation  belongs  preemi- 
nently to  the  past  two  centuries.  Men  have  come  to  dis- 
tinguish between  a  posteriori  and  a  priori  knowledge,  be- 
tween the  knowledge  of  the  empirical  laws  of  nature  and 
that  of  the  principles  of  knowledge.  In  this  progress  the 
two  greatest  names  are  those  of  David  Hume  and  Imman- 
uel  Kant.  Here,  likewise,  philosophy  changed  its  meaning 
to  accord  with  the  new  definition,  and  its  field  becomes 
finally  that  of  the  principles  of  knowledge.  Thus  we  find 
in  the  course  of  history  the  word  "  philosophy  "  in  a  broad- 
est, a  broader,  and  a  narrow  sense ;  and  even  to-day  its 
use  is  far  from  settled. 

Further,  during  the  time  when  science  was  thus  gradu- 
ally differentiating  into  philosophy  in  the  modern  sense 
and  into  the  special  sciences,  the  philosophical  problems 
that  we  have  been  studying  were  likewise  gradually 
separating  the  one  from  the  other  and  becoming  the  con- 
scious possession  of  Europe's  thinkers.     Thus  it  came  about 
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that  some  of  these  problems,  or  chisses  of  problems,  are  far 
more  ancient  than  are  others. 

But  besides  the  more  general  law  of  evolution,  which  has 
determined  the  course  of  philosophy's  development,  there  has 
been  also  a  second  law  at  work,  a  law  likewise  of  mental  evo- 
lution. Thus,  the  term  ''mental  evolution"  has  two  mean- 
ings. There  is  the  natural  development  of  the  mind  in 
accordance  with  instincts  implanted  in  the  creature  and 
arising  spontaneously  into  full  activity.  That  is,  there  are 
the  laws  of  mental  growth.  Then  there  is  a  second  set  of 
laws  that  are  determined  solely  by  the  mental  content. 
These  laws  are  purely  logical. 

To  apply  this  to  our  special  problem  and  to  take  up  first  (a)  The 
the  law  of  mental  growth :  according  to  psychology,  the  mental 
mind  is  endowed  with  instincts,  and  these  instincts  fi^owth. 
determine  ultimately  what  will  attract  the  creature's  atten- 
tion, will  interest  it,  what  things  will  be  likely  to  be 
discriminated  and  to  lead  to  reaction.  Thus  tliere  are 
hundreds  of  things  interesting  to  us  that  would  not  be 
noticed  by  a  kitten,  but  let  a  rolling  ball  come  within 
the  field  of  its  vision,  off  it  springs  to  play.  Again,  how 
different  our  interests  are  to-day  from  what  they  were  in 
early  childhood  !  But  why  were  childhood's  interests  what 
they  were?  Clearly,  inherited  tendencies  must  explain  them. 
Or  to  put  all  in  one  brief  statement,  some  things  in  this 
world  are  far  more  easily  noticed,  studied,  and  known  tluin 
are  others ;  and  in  the  history  of  science,  as  elsewhere,  we 
find  that  this  law  has  played  its  part. 

What   things   are   most   easily   noticed   by    the    child?  The  objec- 
Clearly  the    things  without    the    mind,  the    material  and  J,',!/,",^,,  the 
moving  things ;  whereas  the  mind,  or  ratlier  its  stales,  are   subjective, 
not,  as  such,  the  objects  of  the  child's  thougiit  or  ()I)scrva- 
tion.     These  latter  are  known  last,  and,  in  fact,  most  men 
never  know  them  accurately.     Now,  this  same  truth  is  illus- 
trated in  history ;  that  is,  the  material  world  was  first  the 
object  of  study,  and  physical  science  preceded  mental  science. 
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Then,  again,  the  concrete,  or  the  truth  nearest  to  mere 
perception,  is,  other  things  being  equal,  the  first  to  be  dis- 
covered ;  whereas  the  abstract,  or  the  truth  involving 
much  analysis  and  difficult  to  represent  in  the  concrete,  is 
known  later.  Thus  it  is  that  science  and  philosophy  have 
become  more  and  more  abstract  as  they  have  developed. 

Consider  next  the  logical  law.  When  men  first  give 
explanations,  these  are  of  individual  problems  whose  con- 
nection with  one  another  is  wholly  unknown,  or  at  least 
but  little  thought  of.  Later,  the  relationship  between  the 
problems  and  between  their  solutions  becomes  known ;  and 
then  men  gradually  realize  that  the  various  answers  conflict. 
These  contradictions  call  at  once  for  logical  treatment,  as 
the  contradiction  must  be  removed.  Generally  this  means 
the  denial  of  one  answer  and  the  affirmation  of  the  other ; 
but  the  probability  is  that  when  the  so-called  wrong  answer 
was  given  it  was  not  wholly  unjustified.  In  short,  the 
first  way  of  settling  a  contradiction  is  apt  to  be  unjust, 
giving  one  side  too  much  approval  and  the  other  too  little. 
Hence  there  follows  a  new  logical  movement.  Both  con- 
flicting answers  call  for  further  analysis,  for,  perhaps,  both 
are  in  part  right  and  in  part  wrong.  Yet  such  further 
analysis  reveals  more  than  this.  The  fact  that  the  answers 
contradict  proves  a  fundamental  connection,  for  they 
could  not  contradict  unless  both  were  in  part  solutions  of 
the  same  ultimate  problem.  That  is,  though  they  are 
answers  to  different  questions,  they  both  involve,  or  pre- 
suppose, a  solution  of  a  more  truly  fundamental  or  uniA^ersal 
problem,  a  problem  involved  in  both.  Contradiction  then 
forces  man's  mind  logically  to  the  solution  of  the  more 
fundamental  or  universal  problems  involved  in  the  many 
special  problems.  But  just  such  universal  problems  ap- 
proach nearest  to  philosophy  or  are  philosophical.  Their 
solution  systematizes  knowledge  and  reveals  ultimately 
the  necessary  presuppositions,  or  premises,  of  knowledge. 
Hence,  contradiction  leads  to  the  discovery  of  two  kinds  of 
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philosophical  truth :  first,  to  the  highest  generalizations  of 
science ;  and,  secondly,  to  the  discovery  of  the  principles 
of  knowledge. 

We  have  now  before  us  the  laws  that  have  governed  the  Summary 
historical  development  of  philosophy.  As  time  has  gone  ^^.^'^efore- 
on,  as  civilization  has  advanced,  the  problems  of  science  ^°"^^ 
have  become  more  and  more  differentiated.  A  o-eneral 
and  more  or  less  confused  formulated  knowledo-e  has 
become  divided  into  theoretical  and  practical  science. 
The  theoretical  science  has  become  divided  into  phi- 
losophy and  the  special  sciences.  Philosophy  has  become 
divided,  first,  into  the  science  of  knowledge,  or  the  prin- 
ciples of  interpretation,  and,  secondly,  into  the  systemati- 
zation,  or  unification,  of  the  knowledge  furnished  by  the 
special  sciences.  Further,  within  philosophy  in  the  narrow 
sense,  there  has  been  likewise  a  greater  differentiation  of 
problems.  Single  problems  of  two  hundred  years  ago 
have  to-day  become  several  problems ;  and,  similarly,  as 
we  go  farther  and  farther  back,  the  many  problems  of 
one  age  are  found  united  in  a  more  confused  problem  of 
an  earlier  age.  Again,  the  objective  has  come  to  be  known 
before  the  subjective,  the  world  without  before  the  world 
within,  the  philosophy  of  nature  before  that  of  mind. 
Finally,  the  more  concrete  problem  has  arisen  before  the 
more  abstract,  metaphysics  before  the  theory  of  knowl- 
edge. 

Still  these  statements  must  not  mislead  us.  Tliough  it 
is  true  that  in  evolution  one  part  comes  before  anotlier, 
low  differentiation  before  high  differentiation ;  yet,  in 
another  sense,  it  is  true  that  all  are  present  from  the 
beginning.  The  simplest  forms  of  life  have  to  assimilate 
food,  have  to  excrete  waste  products,  have  to  do,  though 
in  a  cruder  way,  the  functionings  of  the  highly  developed 
organism.  So,  also,  in  the  history  of  science,  and  especially 
of  philosophy,  the  new  is  continuous  with  the  old,  for  amid 
all  the  changes  and  increased  complexity  of  the  later  age, 
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it  may  be  still  identified  with  its  beginnings  in  ancient 
times. ^ 

But  to  pass  from  generalities  to  the  more  concrete  prob- 
lem before  us,  what  has  been  the  historical  development  of 
philosophy  ?  Let  us  examine  briefly  the  course  that  it  has 
taken. 

The  earliest  problems  were  metaphysical,  and  of  these  first 
came  that  problem  which  we  had  before  us  in  beginning  our 
study,  —  the  search  for  some  universal  type  of  being  whence 
all  forms  spring  and  to  which  all  return.  Thales  tells  us  that 
water  is  this  general  type,  Anaximander  says  "the  infinite 
atmosphere,"  and  Anaximenes,  "  the  generative  principle 
of  things,  air,  or  breath."  All  objects  are  not  different 
but  may  be  viewed  as  different  manifestations  of  one 
type.  There  is  thus  begun  the  search  for  the  universal 
and  permanent  characteristics  of  the  material  world  back 
of  and  included  in  the  infinite  manifold  of  the  concrete. 
To  know  the  world  becomes  now  no  longer  knowing 
individuals  but  knowing  the  universal  characteristics  and 
laws  to  be  found  in  the  individual  things. 

But  the  moment  we  seek  for  the  permanent  and  uni- 
versal in  things  we  are  called  upon  to  explain  how,  in 
the  light  of  this  permanent,  things  have  come  to  be  what 
they  are.      We  have  the  problem  of  world-genesis. 

At  first  the  world-process,  the  genesis  of  things,  was 
readily  assumed  as  a  matter  of  course  ;  but  man  very  soon 
discovered  in  it  the  presence  of  a  universal  problem. 
Things  generate,  become,  change ;  but  what  is  "  becom- 
ing," and  how  is  it  possible  ?  The  solution  of  this  prob- 
lem includes  many  of  the  most  brilliant  theories  of  Greek 
thought,  among  which  the  atomic  theory  is  the  most 
famous.  According  to  this  theory  all  forms  and  changes 
of  the  individual  objects,  all  quality,  can  be  reduced  to 
purely  quantitative  changes,  to  differences  in   the  shape 

1  The  student  is  especially  urged  to  read  the  first  chapter  in  Caird'a 
Critical  Philosophy  of  Kant,  Vol.  I,  "The  Idea  of  Criticism." 


THE   HISTORICAL   DEVELOPMENT   OF   PHILOSOPHY     545 

and  grouping  of  permanent  entities,  or  atoms.  Thus 
arose  the  distinction  between  the  primary  and  the  second- 
ary qualities,  and  the  doctrine  that  the  secondary  quali- 
ties have  no  existence  outside  of  the  perceiving  mind. 
The  truly  real,  or  objectively  existent,  is  matter  with  its 
primary,  or  quantitative,  characteristics. 

But  all  this  time  another  problem  had  been  working  its  The  arising 
way  more  and  more   to   the    front,  —  the  problem   of   tlie  )'J,u'^of ^'^'***" 
character  and  the  validity  of  knowledge.     The  real  world,   Knowledge, 
according  to  the   Eleatics,  Heraclitus,  and  the  Atomists, 
is  a  very  different  world  from  what  you  and  I  perceive. 
Parmenides  taught  that  the  world  of  perception  is  delusion. 
The  real  world  is  changeless.     The  atomists  maintained 
that  the  secondary  qualities  are  unreal.     The  real  world 
is  one  of  quantity.     If  either  be  right,  true  knowledge  can- 
not be  given  us  through  the  senses  but  only  through  the 
reason.     The  world  of  the  senses  is  then  a  world  of  appear- 
ance, a  phenomenal  world  ;  and  the  world  of  reason  is  the 
world  of  reality,  the  noumenal  world. 

Here  we  have  the  beginnings  of  the  theory  of  knowl- 
edge and  of  many  important  problems  within  it :  such  as 
the  beginning  of  rationalism  and  of  realism,  the  belief  in  a 
world  transcending  the  empirical  world. 

The  first  solutions  of  these  problems  were  very  crude 
and  soon  brought  upon  themselves  the  natural  consequence, 
skepticism  ;  but  later  they  led  to  the  reconstruction  of 
science  on  deeper  and  more  lasting  principles. 

The  representatives  of  skepticism  were  the  Sophists.  If 
knowledge  is  to  be,  knowledge  must  be  objective  and 
universal ;  but  knowledge  is  neither.  The  only  knowledge 
is  that  of  the  individual  man  at  the  instant  when  lie  makes 
his  judgment.  The  only  knowledge  is  the  opinion  of  the 
moment  and  in  the  moment. 

Logical  and  progressive  as  such  a  skei)ticism  was  in  out- 
growing the  crude  rationalism  and  doginalisni  of  the;  day, 
it  could  not  be  lasting  because  it  meant  the  suicndc  of  all 
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the  elements  of  man's  life.  It  was  the  self-confessed 
impossibility  of  knowledge.  It  was  the  destruction  of  the 
moral  conscience  and  of  the  order  and  rights  of  society. 
Hence  a  new  period  had  soon  to  follow  and  to  reconstruct 
on  deeper  principles. 

This  new  period  marked  the  highest  point  of  Greek 
thought.  It  was  the  period  of  Socrates,  of  Plato,  and  of 
Aristotle.  Ethics  became  clearly  differentiated  from  the 
remainder  of  science,  and  science  itself  reached  its  highest 
development. 

To  pass  over  the  intervening  centuries  to  the  days  of 
the  Renascence  and  thus  to  the  birth  of  recent  science, 
modern  thought,  as  ancient  thought,  begins  in  physical 
and  cosmological  speculation  and  discovery.  It  is  the 
time  of  Copernicus,  Galileo,  Kepler,  Bruno,  Descartes, 
Huyghens.  It  is  a  time,  above  all,  of  natural  philosophy 
and  of  ontology  and  cosmology.  As  far  as  there  is  a 
philosophy  of  mind,  true  to  the  spirit  of  the  day,  it  is 
materialistic. 

Ethics  is  reborn ;  but,  though  the  method  of  gaining 
new  truth  is  uppermost  in  mind,  the  theory  of  knowledge  as 
such  remains  undeveloped  till  Locke.  With  Locke,  Berkeley, 
and  Hume  the  more  general  problems  of  knowledge  be- 
come the  centres  of  interest ;  and,  finally,  with  Kant  modern 
philosophy  takes  on  its  present  form.  Philosophy  becomes 
differentiated  from  the  special  sciences ;  it  becomes  the 
study  of  knowledge  as  the  interpreter  of  reality.  Further, 
Kant  realized,  as  Hume  did  not,  the  necessity  of  its  having 
in  part  an  a  priori  character.  With  him,  too,  the  various 
disciplines  of  philosophy  become  more  highly  differentiated 
from  each  other. 

Yet  one  great  change  was  to  take  place  after  Kant  —  that 
is,  the  belief  in  the  existence  of  a  transcendent  world  was  to 
be  discarded.  Realism  was  to  pass  entirely  into  idealism ; 
and  philosophy  was  to  be  brought  into  closer  touch  with  the 
world  of  experience.     Before  that  day  the  belief  in  a  tran- 
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scendent  world  was  a  doctrine  ever  tending  to  draw  the  phi- 
losopher away  from  the  world  of  facts.  This  need  of  brino-. 
ing  philosophy  closer  to  life  and  to  experience  was  clearly 
felt  in  the  positivistic  movement  of  our  century.  Crude 
and  one-sided  as  was  that  movement  it  had  this  important 
element,  it  kept  close  to  experience,  and  it  gave  to  empiri- 
cal science  her  rights. 

Another  great  doctrine,  old  though  it  is  in  its  origin,  Evolution, 
belongs  in  its  development  especially  to  our  past  century, 
the  doctrine  of  evolution.  Hegel  looking  at  it  as  a  logical 
development,  Darwin  as  a  process  to  be  empirically  studied, 
and  Spencer  as  one  to  be  deduced  from  mechanical  prin- 
ciples, all  give  elements  that  must  enter  into  its  final 
form. 

Then,  too,  this  century  saw  other  great  differentiations.   Science  and 
Science  and  religion  have  been  differentiated  more  and  ^"g'o'i- 
more,  so  that   books  which   fifty  years    ago  would   have 
included  semi-religious  interpretations  of  nature,  of   life, 
and  of  mind,  are  now  kept  true  to  the  canons  of  science 
and  free  from  such  foreign  problems. 

Evolution,  too,  has  made  tremendous   changes   in   our  Ethics, 
moral  views.     Theoretical    ethics  to-day  is  limited   to  a 
few  purely  philosophical  problems ;    and  these  answered, 
the  remaining  problems  of   morality  are  handed  over  to 
inductive  science. 

Finally,  one  great  advance  in  thought,  taking  decades  to  rsychoioRy 
become  understood,  teaches  that  genesis  and  validity  are  p^nogophy. 
two  quite  distinct  problems.  This  doctrine,  more  than 
anything  else,  will  keep  philosophy's  problems  carefully 
differentiated  from  those  of  the  special  sciences ;  and, 
above  all,  it  will  lead  to  the  final  separation  of  episte- 
mology  and  metaphysics  from  psychology.  Tlie  older 
problems  of  innate  ideas  and  intuitionalism  in  science, 
religion,  and  morality  are  now  anachronisms,  as  are  also 
all  other  tendencies  to  substitute  the  problem  of  psycho- 
logical genesis  for  that  of  philosophical  validity. 


CHAPTER   LVIII 


THE   METHOD   OF   PHILOSOPHY 


It  does  not  fall  within  the  scope  of  this  book  to  discuss 
methodology  at  any  length.     However,  we  do  wish  to  call 
Philosophy     attention  to  its  existence  and  to  give  its  main  problem, 
^^'th^^in  ^^  ^^'^^  often  been  charged  against  philosophy  that  she 

merely  re-  seeks  to  weavc  out  of  OLir  consciousness  her  contribution 
itsVrobiem  ^o  truth  and  not  to  search  for  that  truth  in  accordance 
and  work  with  the  laborious  but  fruitful  methods  of  natural  science, 
be  so.  Before  discussing  such  a  charge,  let  us  at  once  agree 

upon  one  important  premise.  We  have  passed  beyond 
the  day  when  pain  is  thought  to  be  something  desirable 
and  good  in  and  for  itself.  We  still  believe  in  pain,  but 
in  pain  only  as  a  means  to  an  end.  This  being  granted, 
why  should  we  complain  against  any  science  that  it  does 
not  deliberately  make  things  hard  for  itself  and  go  to 
unnecessary  and  useless  trouble?  Of  course,  philosophy 
pursues  its  work  in  a  different  way  from  natural  science. 
But  what  of  it?  Are  those  ways  part  of  a  ritual  of 
value  in  and  for  themselves?  Our  problems  do  not 
admit  of  solution  either  by  founding  and  running  labora- 
tories or  by  journeys  into  the  wilderness  or  deep-sea 
dredging.  Philosophy,  as  we  have  shown,  gets  its  results 
by  logical  analj'^sis.  Analysis  of  what?  Why,  for  one 
thing,  analysis  of  the  results  and  doctrines  of  natural 
science.  The  natural  scientist  does  in  part  the  labora- 
tory work  for  us.  We  work  over  his  results.  We  find 
out  by  analysis  what  his  premises  and  principles  are  and 
see  whether  or  not  they  contradict.     If  they  do,  we  tell 

548 


THE   METHOD   OF   PHILOSOPHY  549 

him  so.  Then  we  hear  in  reply:  "O  you  philosophers, 
how  can  you  know  a  priori  what  is  true  and  what  is  not? 
Why  do  you  not  go  to  the  facts?"  Well,  what  is  one  to 
say?  We  do  not  claim  to  know  anything  here  except 
what  the  scientist  himself  has  taught  us,  for  here  we  are 
his  pupils.  All  we  have  done  is  to  ask  him  to  be  consistent 
and  to  tell  him  when  he  is  not.  You  ask :  "  Consistent 
with  whom?"  "Consistent  with  us?"  No,  indeed,  con- 
sistent with  himself.  If  he  refuses  to  be  so,  why,  of 
course,  we  refuse  to  accept  his  doctrine  or  else  try  our- 
selves to  make  it  consistent. 

In  short,  all  the  work  of  philosophy  is  reflective.  It  is 
an  analysis  of  the  results  of  human  searching  after  truth 
and,  in  general,  of  all  human  activity.  It  searches  for 
inconsistencies  and  tries  to  remove  them.  It  finds  fault, 
not  for  the  sake  of  finding  fault,  but  in  order  to  regain 
consistency.  Naturally,  then,  the  philosopher's  work  is 
chiefly  in  his  library.  It  is  there  through  the  reports 
made  to  him  by  the  scientists  and  observers  themselves 
in  their  books  and  treatises  that  he  gets  the  information 
on  which  he  bases  his  conclusions.  Ultimately,  then,  he 
is  just  as  much  an  empiricist  at  heart  as  is  the  most  enthu- 
siastic naturalist.  He  is  forced  to  get  his  facts  from  so 
very  many  branches  of  human  activity  that  he  could  not 
possibly  be  a  direct  observer  in  more  than  an  infinitesi- 
mal part  of  the  field  covered  by  his  conclusions.  Of 
course,  being  a  man  and  leading  a  man's  life,  he  is  brought 
face  to  face  with  facts,  and  doubtless  here  and  there 
makes  his  conclusions  directly  on  the  basis  of  the  facts. 
But  for  his  main  work  this  is  a  physical  impossibility. 
The  philosopher  must  then  depend  upon  the  results  of 
others  to  furnish  him  the  material  upon  which  he  works. 

His  work  is  a  logical  analysis,  and  a  logical   analysis 
must   needs   be   done   by   reflection.      His   methods   and  „„„ofii», 
principles,  too,  must  needs  be  obtained  by  rcHection.     Hut  ;;/;7;;;;,^ 
this  latter  is    true   of  all   science.     However,  it   is   true  uh  b.-i.i 
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philosophy     especially  of  the  philosopher's  work  just  because  he  deals 

as  It  IS  bad     -^yj^i^  h'lcrh  creiieralizatioiis  and  abstractions.     His  methods 
scieuce.  &      o 

and   principles   are   less  a   j^osteriori,  and,   therefore,  are 

farther  removed  from  the  concrete  facts.  Still,  all  this 
does  not  make  his  work  essentially  different  from  that 
of  science,  for,  ultimately,  back  of  all  truth  lie  the  three 
principles  of  knowledge  or  of  consistency. 

If  the  philosopher  does  his  work  properly,  if  he  is  truly 
consistent,  science  has  nothing  to  fear  from  him ;  for 
science,  too,  is  a  seeker  after  truth,  and  truth  must  be  con- 
sistent with  itself.  Of  course,  philosophy,  like  all  other 
human  pursuits,  depends  upon  the  ability  of  those  who 
work  in  it;  and  the  more  a  priori  one's  work,  the  more 
liability  there  is  of  getting  the  a  priori  habit  and  extending 
this  way  of  solving  questions  into  fields  where  such  a 
method  has  no  business  to  exist.  Here  the  scientist  can 
rightly  complain.  But  the  injury  is  as  much  against 
philosophy  as  it  is  against  science.  That  is,  the  true  philos- 
opher must  complain  against  the  wrong  use  of  an  a  priori 
method,  as  much  as  the  scientist ;  and  what  is  more,  if  the 
scientist  read  carefully  the  history  of  philosophy,  he  will 
find  plenty  of  evidence  to  show  that  most  of  the  complain- 
ing has,  in  fact,  been  done  by  philosophers,  especially  by 
the  philosophers  of  England. 


CHAPTER  LIX 

THE    MEANING    AND    VALUE    OF    PHILOSOPHY 

Having   now  become  familiar  with  the  problems  that  The  Mean- 

philosophy  tries  to  solve,  we  must  ask  the  question  :  What  '^^  ""'^. 

is  the  meaning  and  the  value  of  such  a  science?     Why  P/uiosophy. 
should  we,  as  rational  beings,  try  to  discover  what  consti- 
tutes the  nature  and  the  presuppositions  of  our  knowledge 
of  the  world  and  of  our  own  lives  as  part  of  the  world. 

Above  all,  we  should  feel  called  to  do  so  because  the  valid-  i.  The  value 

iti/  or  possibility/  of  our  knowledge,  as  such,  has  been  called  |'/j/,''^'j',"'*" 

m  question.     It  has  been  questioned  by  great  schools  of  doinnaway 

thinkers  in  the  past  and  is  liable  to  be  doubted  again  b}-  p,.„i',iem 

men  in  the  future,  for  each  one  of  us  in  the  course  of  his  pifsented 

1  n        1  1  -If  •      1       I'y  *'t"neral 

mental  growth  goes  normally  through  a  period  oi  precisely  skepticism, 
such  doubt.  In  the  development  of  a  great  civilization, 
and  also  in  the  growth  of  an  active  mind,  there  come  nat- 
urally the  dark  days  of  skepticism ;  and  this  skepticism  is 
too  earnest  and  too  serious,  and  often  too  well  justitied,  to 
be  treated  with  anything  but  respect  and  equal  seriousness. 

If  we  study  the  history  of  civilization  and  the  mental  tik-  three 
development  of  the  individual  man,  we  can  mark  out  three   -".'(''.li'^uui 
chief   periods  in  the  course  of   growth.     There  is  first  a  K'-wth  ; 
period  when  tradition  is  accepted  with  all  tiie  conndence,   skopticiHui. 
but  at  the  same  time  with  all  the  lack  of  caution,  proverb-  criticism, 
ially  true  of  childhood  and  early  youth.     This  is  the  dog- 
matic period.     It  naturally  ends  in   errors  and  opposing 
theories,  and  thus  throws  doubt  on  the  mind's  ability  even 
to  the  extent  of  denying  the  possibility  of  any  knowledge 
at   all.     Hence  the  second  period   is  that  of  skepticism. 
But  skepticism  itself  is  an  impossible  stopping-place.     Its 
effect  is  to  discourage  every  attempt  at  progress  and  even 
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every  eiuleavor  to  t.ake  a  serious  part  in  life's  battle.  Man 
can  never  rest  content  in  such  a  living  death,  and  hence 
he  must  try  to  escape  the  doubt  whence  it  comes.  There- 
fore, Ave  have,  following  doubt,  a  period  of  new  beginnings, 
a  period  of  reconstruction  upon  a  deeper  basis,  or,  as  it  is 
called,  a  period  of  criticism. 
The  Idea  of  In  his  work  on  Kant's  Critical  Philosophy  Professor 
Caird  gives  us  an  admirable  chapter  on  the  Idea  of  Criti- 
cism. In  it  he  writes  the  following  description  of  the 
three  periods  :  — 

" '  Dogmatism,'  Kant  declares,  '  is  the  positive  or  dog- 
matic procedure  of  reason  without  previous  criticism  of  its 
own  faculty  ; '  that  is,  it  is  a  system  which  is  produced  in 
the  direct  effort  to  understand  and  interpret  the  world  — 
the  effort  of  a  mind  which  is  as  yet  troubled  by  no  scru- 
ples as  to  its  own  competence,  or  as  to  the  efficiency  of 
the  methods  and  the  principles  it  uses.  Such  a  mind, 
indeed,  is  generally  unconscious  of  any  method  or  principle 
whatever.  It  is  too  busy  with  its  object  to  attend  to  itself. 
An  early  philosopher  is  described  by  Aristotle  as  looking 
up  at  the  expanse  of  heaven,  and  declaring  that  'all  is 
one.'  So  by  a  direct  effort  of  intuitive  thought,  the  mind 
which  as  yet  is  troubled  with  no  doubts  as  to  the  possibility 
of  knowledge,  seizes  upon  some  general  principle  that 
seems  to  be  as  wide  as  the  \iniverse  itself  and  uses  it  to 
explain,  or  to  explain  away,  all  appearances.  Such  im- 
mediate, unhesitating  action  of  the  intelligence  does  not 
of  necessity  fail  of  a  good  result.  Nay,  it  is  to  such  action 
that  man's  first  insight  into  the  nature  of  things  is  always 
due.  But  it  invariably,  in  the  first  instance  at  least,  over- 
shoots its  mark.  Lighting  up  one  aspect  of  things  with 
the  vividness  of  intuitive  presentment,  it  leaves  the  other 
aspects  in  the  shade.  Grasping  a  principle  of  limited 
range,  it  applies  that  principle  fearlessly  to  objects  which 
it  cannot  explain,  and  which,  therefore,  it  only  serves  to 
distort.  .  .  . 
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"  The  direct  dogmatic  or  uncritical  use  of  the  under- 
standing is  sure  at  some  point  to  find  itself  checked  and 
thwarted  by  the  nature  of  things.  For  the  simple  princi- 
ples which  first  present  themselves  for  the  explanation  of 
the  world  are  necessarily  imperfect  and  one-sided.  If 
they  explain  phenomena,  it  is  only  within  a  limited  range, 
and  when  they  are  extended  beyond  that  range  they  come 
into  contradiction  with  facts  and  even  with  themselves. 
The  category  which  forms  a  sufficient  guide  so  long  as  it 
is  applied  to  the  investigation  of  one  definite  part  of  the 
world  or  one  definite  phase  of  reality,  is  found  inadequate 
when  it  is  employed  as  a  universal  principle.  Hence,  one- 
sidedness  here  calls  forth  an  opposite  one-sidedness  there, 
dogmatism  is  met  by  an  opposite  dogmatism,  and  in  the  in- 
terminable controversy  which  arises  between  the  champions 
of  apparently  opposed  but  really  complementary  ideas,  each 
finds  that  the  sharp  dialectic  which  he  directs  against  his  op- 
ponent is  retorted  upon  himself.  Besides,  even  apart  from 
its  being  assailed  in  this  way  from  without,  a  half-truth  is  its 
own  Nemesis.  A  one-sided  dogmatism  has  the  opposite  dog- 
matism latent  in  itself.  It  needs  only  to  be  developed  and 
it  destroys  itself.  A  part  setting  itself  up  as  a  whole,  an 
abstraction  claiming  to  be  a  complete  reality,  is  in  contra- 
diction even  with  itself ;  and  this  contradiction  in  the  end 
must  be  fatal  to  it.   .  .  . 

"  The  first  effect  of  the  failure  of  Dogmatism  is  naturally 
the  rise  of  scepticism.  The  conflict  of  opposite  dogmas 
produces  a  sense  of  hopelessness,  and  even,  it  may  be,  a 
conviction  that  '  whatever  can  be  asserted  may  with  equal 
reason  be  denied.'  Such  scepticism  may  be  of  a  deeper 
or  of  a  shallower  nature.  It  may  be  only  that  superficial 
doubt  which  is  the  result  of  observing  many  differences  of 
opinion,  and  listening  to  much  argument  on  either  side.  It 
may  be  the  sophistic  consciousness  that  a  plausible  case 
may  be  made  out  for  anything  or  against  anything.  Or, 
finally,   it    may   be    the    deeper  scepticism  of  a   reitsoncd 
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despair  of  knowledge,  arising  out  of  the  consciousness  that 
eveiy  dogmatism  has  hitent  in  it  an  opposite  dogmatism, 
and  that  the  contradiction  which  it  encounters  from  its  op- 
ponent is  only  the  recoil  of  its  own  logic  upon  itself.   .  .  . 

"•  If  the  first  work  of  scepticism  is  to  carry  us  beyond 
opposite  dogmatisms,  the  last  work  is  to  disclose  the  basis 
of  truth  on  which  after  all  it,  as  well  as  they,  must  rest. 
But  when  it  takes  this  last  work  in  hand,  it  has  ceased 
in  the  proper  sense  to  be  scepticism,  and  has  become 
criticism. 

"  This  last  statement  may  be  illustrated  by  a  remarkable 
expression  of  Kant.  '  Scepticism,'  he  says,  '  would  have 
been  a  useful  regress,  if  it  had  gone  back  over  the  ground 
traversed  by  the  dogmatists  to  the  point  where  their  wan- 
derings began.'  Criticism  is  a  deeper  kind  of  scepticism, 
which  does  thus  go  back  to  the  beginnings  of  our  thought 
—  or  at  least  to  a  point  logically  prior  to  that  at  which  the 
opposite  dogmatic  systems  diverge  from  each  other  —  and 
so  gets  into  the  straight  road  again.  In  other  words,  its 
aim  is  to  bring  the  controversy  to  an  end  by  detecting  its 
sources  and  presuppositions.  For  in  every  controversy 
there  must  be  some  ground  common  to  the  controversial- 
ists, little  as  they  may  recognize  it  themselves.  If  this 
were  not  so,  assertion  and  denial,  attack  and  defence, 
would  be  equally  unmeaning.  And  the  value  of  scepti- 
cism is  just  this  that,  while  using  the  arguments  of  each  of 
the  parties  to  refute  the  other,  it  suggests  that  the  ques- 
tion at  issue  has  certain  presuppositions  without  the  exam- 
ination of  which  it  cannot  be  decided.  .  .  . 

"  Criticism,  then,  in  the  highest  sense  of  the  word, 
essentially  involves  an  effort  to  get  beyond  the  sphere  in 
which  a  controversy  is  carried  on,  and  to  throw  new  light 
upon  it  from  a  point  of  view  which  is  above  that  of  either 
of  the  disputants,  though  it  is  also  a  point  of  view  which 
both  of  the  disputants  tacitly  acknowledge.  That  is  a  true 
criticism  which  lifts  a  subject  into  the  region  of  principle, 
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and  so  frees   it   from   the    mere  attack  and  rejoinder   of 
ordinary  controversy."  ^ 

It  is  this  need  to  escape  doubt,  this  need  of  criticism,  in  the 
that  philosophy  tries  to  meet.     Thus  the  first  great  task  ^'story  of 

.  .  ^  civilization 

of  philosophy  is  to  do  away  with  doubt,  not  by  ignoring  jiiuiosophy 
doubt  as  undeserving   of   respect,  but  by  satisfying   the  '^oric^of 
needs  of  the  mind  in  which  the  doubt  arises.     Skepticism  ••riticism. 
is  due    to   the   discovery   of   a   contradiction   within  our 
interpretation  of  reality,  a  contradiction  no  deeper  truth 
known  at  the  time  is  able   to   reconcile.     Philosophy  is 
the  search  for  this  deeper   or   more   universal  truth  that 
unknown   to   us   lies    behind,   or   is   presupposed   in,  the 
narrower  truths.     Hence  we  may  say  that  the  first  great 
value  of  philosophy  is  its  inherent  ability  to  do  away  with 
general  skepticism. 

But  philosophy  has  other  meanings  too.    Philosophy  has  a  "•  The 
meaning  and  value  for  science.     It  is  the  ideal  of  science  to   philosophy 
work  out  the  story  of  the  universe  in  a  rational  system.     Yet  ^*^  Science. 
how  can  science  ever  attain  to  this  ideal,  or  even  aj)proach  it,  in 
any  given  stage  of  her  development,  unless  she  be  conscious 
of  her  principles  and  the  elements  involved  in  her  work?   dO  The 

_,  .  ,,  .  .      ,  .  r      L'l  theoretical 

But  not  to  mention  now  this  practical  meaning  oi  pniloso-  interest  of 
phv  to  science,  we  should  state   first   the   true   scientific  science  in 

r    J  ^  .         .  her  princi- 

value.  As  rational  scientists,  that  is,  as  true  scientists,  pies, 
we  must  be  interested  in  the  presuppositions,  the  methods, 
the  limits,  and  the  aims  of  our  science.  We  must  be 
interested  in  the  relation  of  our  work  to  the  whole  work 
of  the  human  mind  as  the  interpreter  of  reality.  If,  as 
true  scientists,  we  should  search  every  corner  of  the 
universe  to  gain  those  facts  which  alone  make  our  work 
of  interpretation  a  possibility  and  give  it  trustworthiness, 
are  we  not  also  called  upon  to  look  within  the  very  work 
of  interpretation  itself,  to  determine  its  character?  I  low 
irrational  to  seek  for  perfection  in  one  part  of  our  work 

1  Caird,  Critical  Philosophy  of  Kant,  Vol.  I,  pp.  2-8.    No  one  interested 
in  philosophy  should  fail  to  read  Professor  Caird's  whole  chapter. 
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(6)  The 

practical 

interest. 


The  danger 
of  false 
premises. 


and  to  ignore  another  part  wholly  !  Surely  the  true 
scientific  spirit  demands  that  science's  presuppositions, 
her  methods,  her  character,  and  her  relation  to  all  other 
problems  of  life,  be  directly  known  and  consciously  taught. 
Otherwise  we  are  in  peril  of  being  utterly  false,  yes,  traitoi-s, 
to  science  herself. 

But  there  is  a  practical  interest  for  science  as  well  as  a 
theoretical.  Whether  we  like  it  or  not,  you  and  I  cannot 
interpret  any  part  of  this  world  without  making  pre- 
suppositions. It  is  a  logical  impossibility  to  draw  a 
conclusion,  to  make  an  inference,  without  premises.  There- 
fore, whether  science  wills  it  or  not,  science  has  to  begin 
somewhere  with  premises  and  has  to  assume  these  premises. 
What  follows  ?  We  must  do  this  either  consciously  or 
blindly.  We  must  assume  premises  that  are  either  true  or 
false.  Now  the  chances  are  that  premises  assumed  blindly 
are,  to  some  degree  at  least,  false. 

If  our  ultimate  premises  are  false,  we  are  liable,  and 
history  shows  over  and  over  again  that  we  are  more 
than  liable,  to  carry  these  errors  throughout  the  whole 
course  of  our  reasoning  and  to  hinder  indefinitely  the 
success  and  progress  of  science.  There  is  nothing  con- 
cerning which  scientists  are  more  enthusiastic  and  more 
uncompromising  in  their  demands  than  their  methods  of 
research  and  the  general  canons  of  science  itself.  Yet 
whence  come  these  methods  and  whence  the  canons  ? 
Somebody  must  have  thought  them  out.  They  are  not 
facts  to  be  discovered  but  principles  to  be  obtained  by 
logical  analysis.  Now  that  very  logical  analysis  is  phi- 
losophy. Again,  they  are  premises,  necessary  premises, 
necessary  because  science  must  have  them  or  cease  her 
work.  These  premises  must  be  obtained  by  thought, 
must  be  clearly  understood,  must  be  harmonized  the  one 
with  the  other,  must  be  tested  in  every  way.  This  state- 
ment no  scientist  will  for  a  moment  do  less  than  heartily 
uphold.     Then  why  should  he  protest  when  he  hears  that 
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the  names  of  the  sciences  that  do  this  work  are  metaph^^s- 
ics  and  theory  of  knowledge  ?  We  do  not  mean  that  he 
is  called  upon  to  accept  the  views  of  any  particular  school 
of  philosophy,  for  as  a  rational  man  he  ought  to  deal 
critically  with  every  doctrine.  But  we  do  mean  that 
science  should  be  critical  with  herself,  and  that  the  mo- 
ment that  she  is  so  the  value  of  philosophical  reflection  is 
admitted. 

There  is  a  further  practical  value  to  the  scientist  in  the  Each  age 
study  of    philosophy.     It   is    a    psychological    truth   that  j^al,''*^^ 
knowledge  never  begins  at  the  logical  beginning  and  that  iniierits 
your  knowledge  and  mine  began  by  jumping  in  medias  res.   /unda- 
It  is  a  law  from  which  no  man  can  escape,  that  each  one  of  »>«'>tai 

premises 

US  is  born  into  a  given  community,  at  a  given  time,  during  that  should 
the  prevalence  of  certain  views  of  the  world  and  of  life.   '>e  iTiticaiiy 
To  our  dying  day  we    shall   never   wholly   escape   these 
accidents  of  birth.     We  can  alter  them  somewhat,  and,  if 
we  are  geniuses,  a  great  deal  even,  but  that  is  all. 

Now  these  accidents  of  birth  and  of  early  training  have 
a  tremendous  influence  upon  all  our  later  work  in  life. 
Are  we  then  to  let  them  go  by  unexamined  ?  Ought  we 
not,  for  the  practical  effect  it  will  have  upon  our  work,  to 
examine  these  accidents  and  their  influence  most  critically? 
Doubtless  in  our  particular  field  of  specialization  we  .sliall 
do  so  anyway  ;  but  should  we  do  less  in  the  more  general 
field  of  life  ?  These  more  general  prejudices  exert  a  great 
influence  on  all  that  we  do  and  therefore  on  our  special 
calling.  The  history  of  science  and  the  biograpliy  of  every 
great  man  of  science  shows  clearly  that  tliis  statement  is 
true.  The  science  of  an  age  is  the  child  of  the  age.  The 
individual  scientist  may  be  beyond  his  day  and  generation 
in  one  or  two  matters,  yet  the  greatest  is  saturated  with 
the  thought  and  life  of  his  country  and  of  his  age.  No 
sane  historian  or  biographer  would  neglect  tliis  truth  or 
fail  to  estimate  for  his  reader  its  signilicance  in  the  special 
problem  under  investigation. 
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Every  trea- 
tise is  bast'd 
consciously 
or  uncon- 
sciously on 
general  pre- 
suppositions 
that  should 
be  critically 
examined . 


But  the  case  can  be  put  even  stronger.  No  scientific 
treatise  or  set  of  views  can  be  written  in  total  disregard 
of  the  larger  problems  of  science ;  for  every  such  work 
presupposes,  consciously  or  unconsciously,  a  general  view 
of  the  world  and  of  life.  Now  if  we  demand  of  the 
specialist  the  most  critical  and  careful  study  of  the  evi- 
dence and  methods  by  which  he  gets  his  results,  why 
should  we  tolerate  a  total  indifference  on  his  part  toward 
the  general  view  of  the  world  and  of  life  presupposed  in 
liis  work  ?  Clearly  we  should  not ;  and  sooner  or  later, 
if  the  history  of  science  is  to  be  trusted,  we  will  not. 
Sooner  or  later,  if  his  work  last,  it  will  have  to  withstand 
not  only  the  criticism  of  its  more  evident  results  but 
also  the  criticism  of  its  deeper  presuppositions.  The 
forces  that  move  here  are  mightier  than  any  man  or  set 
of  men;  and  sooner  or  later  the  flood  of  a  better  and 
truer  view  of  things  will-  come  and  will  sweep  away 
our  false  prejudices  and  wrong  presuppositions. 

Do  you  ask  for  any  proof  of  all  this  ?  One  case  belongs 
to  our  very  nineteenth  century,  of  which  we  are  so  proud, 
and  worse  than  that,  in  one  of  the  greatest  and  noblest  of 
our  special  sciences,  namely,  biology.  The  whole  doctrine 
of  the  special  creation  of  species  so  widely  held  and  taught 
up  to  recent  days,  as  history  counts  time,  was  a  barbarous 
piece  of  metaphysics.  It  denied  the  whole  canon  of 
causation,  the  very  canon  on  which  science  is  built ;  and 
yet  Europe's  greatest  scientists  maintained  it  with  all  the 
ardor  of  the  devotee.  The  law  of  causation  declares  that 
empirical  facts  alone  are  the  conditions  or  causes  of  empiri- 
cal facts.  Science,  lacking  a  knowledge  of  such  empirical 
conditions,  sought  for  a  cause  in  a  transcendent  world,  a 
world  totally  beyond  experience.  Did  ever  metaphysics 
worse  than  this  ?  But  what  would  happen  to  the  scientist 
to-day  that  dared  return  to  the  older  view  ?  Yet  how 
many  of  us,  how,  in  fact,  do  all  of  us,  hold  to  views  just 
as  contradictory  to  the  true  spirit  and  canons  of  science 
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without  dreaming  any  more  than  did  that  older  genera- 
tion of  the  absurdities  of  which  we  are  guilty? 

But  there  are  even  worse  absurdities  to  be  noted.    We,  as  Finally, 
scientists,  start  out  to  do  something.    To  do  what?    "Whv    ^^'*'°<=® 

'  ^    ii(.'P(is  to 

to  know  some  field  of  facts  or  solve  certain  problems  con-  know  better 
corning  these  facts."  But  what  are  facts?  What  is  it  to  purpo^.''"'^ 
know  facts  ?  What  is  it  to  explain  ?  What  is  it  to  solve  a 
problem?  What  is  a  problem  anyway?  The  scientist 
that  dares  neglect  these  ultimate  questions  is  a  man 
that  starts  out  to  do  something,  he  knows  not  what. 
Could  anything  be  more  absurd  ?  Must  not  science,  to  be 
science,  to  take  her  own  work  seriously,  know  what  she 
herself  is,  know  what  she  is  trying  to  do,  become  con- 
scious of  her  real  goal,  and  know  when  she  is  wandering 
from  her  true  path?  Surely  such  knowledge,  if  it  do 
nothing  else,  will  save  no  end  of  time  and  utterly  use- 
less controversy.  But  to  save  time  is  to  advance  science 
farther  in  the  days  allotted  us  to  live.  To  save  time  is  to 
hand  on  to  those  who  come  after  a  more  precious  scientific 
heritage.  Philosophy,  then,  is  not  merely  of  theoretical 
interest  to  science  but  of  decidedly  practical  value. 

But  there  is  a  third  meaning  and  value  of  philosophy,   in.  The 
Since  the  thirteenth  century  a  controversy  has  been  tak-   p,Xsopi"v 
ing  place  between  science  and  the  leaders  of  religion.     We  in  the  con- 
have  already  discussed  its  character  and  significance  in  our  between 
critique  of   religion.     We  showed   that   the  struggle  hiis  Siii"u-c>on 

^  &  1  r     1      1  1        1  the  one  hand 

right  on  both  sides.     Science  need  not  feel  that  she  Jiivs  j„ui  R.-iigi..n 
an  easy  victory  to  win  over  religion.    She  need  not  feel  that  '|.""|^J'^"jj  ^^^ 
religion  is  an  anachronism  that  will  in  time  die  out  of  itself,   other. 
Surely  there  is  very  little   evidence   to-day  of  any  such 
thing  happening;  for  science  cannot  even  boast  that  she 
has  taught  her  lessons  so  well  to  the  world  that  supersti- 
tion and  the  liability  to  be  deceived  by  the  first  man  witli 
a  ready  tongue  and  a  good  supply  of  high-sounding  non- 
sense have  been  removed  from  the  midst  of  us.     To-day 
we  see  thousands  and  tens  of   thousands  desert  the  flag 
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of  science  and  follow  the  charlatan,  the  inventor  of  new 
fads  and  religions,  all  as  though  we  were  in  the  ages 
thought  long  passed  away  instead  of  in  the  glorious 
twentieth  century.  Science  can  call  them  fools,  and 
perhaps  they  are  fools ;  but  in  this  world  calling  names 
has  done  very  little  good,  and  science  should  know  it 
by  this  time.  You  and  I  cannot  depend  upon  men  being 
rational ;  but  you  and  I  do  depend  and  have  to  depend 
upon  men.  We  cannot  ignore  them  and  say,  if  they  will 
be  fools  let  them  be  so.  You  and  I  cannot  withdraw  from 
the  social  and  political  world  and  have  our  own  little  king- 
dom by  ourselves,  where  rationality  will  be  synonymous 
with  citizenship  and  sainthood.  We  are  part  of  the  woiid 
and  will  have  to  remain  so. 

Now  there  is  one  truth  about  our  brother  man  that  you 
can  ignore,  if  you  will,  but  that  you  cannot  deny.  He  is 
religious.  He  demands  an  answer  to  life's  problems  which 
science  will  never  give  him  ;  and  what  is  more,  he  will  get 
what  he  wants,  be  it  bad  or  good.  Therefore  it  belongs  to 
our  leaders  to  help  see  that  what  he  gets  is  good.  What, 
then,  must  we  do  ?  One  thing  surely  —  we  must  seek  for  a 
reconciliation  between  two  foes  that  can  never  overthrow 
one  another,  two  foes  that  have  a  right  to  be,  and  will  ever  be, 
as  long  as  man  is  man.  The  controversy  between  the  two 
for  man's  own  welfare  must  stop,  and  each  must  grant  the 
other  its  true  jurisdiction.  Each  must  do  its  work  in 
harmony  and  sympathy'-  with  the  other,  for  the  two  are  not 
by  right  enemies,  they  are  brothers ;  and  the  warfare 
between  them  is  a  crying  sin,  a  sin  against  our  civilization, 
and  a  sin  against  everything  a  true  man  holds  dear.  Shame, 
then,  on  those  who  are  unwilling  to  have  the  questions  at 
issue  submitted  to  a  just,  a  thorough,  and  a  critical  court  of 
arbitration.  "  What  is  that  court?"  Our  answer  is  philos- 
ophy. "  Is  that  court  just  ? "  You  yourself  can  be  a 
member  of  it  if  you  will.  All  you  have  to  do  is  to  become 
yourself  truly  a  student  of  the  problem.     "  Is  that  court 


luilividual. 
Our  lives  au 


THE   MEANING   AND   VALUE   OF   PHILOSOPHY        561 

critical?"  That  depends  upon  its  members,  and  you  or 
any  other  man  or  woman  may  be  a  member  if  you  will. 
Of  course,  like  any  other  branch  of  science,  it  needs  the 
devotion  of  a  lifetime  to  master  it.  Yet  there  is  no  reason 
why  we  should  not  become  acquainted  with  it,  why  it 
should  not  be  the  common  field  or  forum,  where  all  special- 
ists can  meet  and  try  to  understand  one  another  and  one 
another's  life.  We  can  become  well  enough  acquainted 
with  it,  even  though  we  are  specialists  in  other  fields,  to 
know  fairly  well  whom  we  may  trust  if  we  have  to  depend 
upon  another's  authority. 

But  there  is  still  a  fourth  and  final  meaning  and  value  TV.  The 
to  be  found  in  philosophy,  that  is,  its  meaning  and  value  pi^iJo^iphy 
to  the  individual  man.  to  the 

Our  lives  in  theory  and  iyi  practice  are  an  interpretation 
of  reality.      What  we  know  and  what  we  do  and  what  we  luteipre- 
feel  make    up    our  life.     To    know    more    perfectly  and  J^J^'i^J' "^ 
rationally,  to  will  more  consistently,  to  feel  more  harmo- 
niously, is,  after  all,  nothing  less  than  living  a  fuller  and 
richer  life  and  is  nothing  less  than  the  highest  self-realiza- 
tion.    If  the  noblest  selfhood  be  the  true  goal  of  life,  then  The  need  to 
we  have,  each  one  of  us,  the  task  of  bringing  complete  prir-ipilTs  of 
consistency  or  harmony  more  and  more  into  each  and  every  our  lives, 
part  of  our  lives  and,  above  all,  into  life  as  a  whole. 

In  this  respect,  we  live  in  a  day  famous  for  its  super- 
ficiality. We  are  all  too  busy  to  lead  large  and  full 
lives,  for  each  has  to  be  a  specialist  and  to  ignore  the  rest 
of  life  to  a  far  too  great  extent.  Specialization  may  make 
us  expert  in  one  field,  yet  let  us  not  forget  that  it  may 
make  us  superficial  and  even  wholly  ignorant  in  many 
other  fields.  Now  those  other  fields  belong  just  as  truly  to 
life  as  does  that  in  which  we  are  masters.  In  commerce,  in 
industrial  life,  in  professional  life,  in  science,  and  in  art, 
and  in  religion  too,  there  is  everywhere  the  same  danger, 
over-specialization.  What  is  the  specialty  good  for  if  life 
is  to  be  merely  a  specialty  ?  Who  is  to  enjoy  the  product  of 
2o 
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our  labor  if  each  one  is  to  live  unto  himself  ?  Is  the  only 
good  to  be  obtained  from  our  modern  civilization  and  high 
social  development  simply  this,  —  to  fix  things  so  that  other 
people  will  let  us  alone,  so  that  each  may  do  what  he  wills 
in  perfect  peace  so  long  as  he  does  not  interfere  with  his 
neighbor?  If  this  is  our  modern  ideal  of  life,  then  its 
loQfical  outcome  is  the  life  of  the  hermit. 
V.  The  No,  we  are  members  one  of  another,  and  no  man  can 

PhUosophy  live  merely  unto  himself.  There  is  no  room  in  this  world 
to  Society,  for  the  mere  specialist.  Such  a  man  is  a  slave,  a  mere 
piece  of  property,  and  is  not  truly  a  member  of  society. 
He  is  of  use  to  us  as  are  our  cattle,  but  he  himself  fails  to 
share  in  the  larger  life  to  which  his  labor  contributes,  ex- 
cept, perhaps,  to  gain  from  it,  along  with  our  horses,  his 
food  and  shelter.  No  one  of  us  really  can  live  such  a  life. 
We  are  too  human.  No  one  can  really  be  satisfied  with 
such  an  existence.  We  have  too  many  good  instincts 
implanted  in  us  which  must  be  satisfied,  or  life  would  be  a 
failure.  The  truest,  the  happiest,  the  only  satisfying  life, 
is  that  noblest  selfhood  that  seeks  self-realization  in  the 
service  of  all  and  in  the  sharing  with  all.  That  larger  life 
must  then  be  our  ideal.  If  so,  we  must  gain  its  principles. 
We  must  share  with  fellow-man  those  universal  truths  on 
which  we  one  and  all  are  building^.  Nothings  less  than 
these,  nothing  less  deep  and  fundamental,  can  ever  form 
the  permanent  basis  of  universal  friendship. 

From  yet  another  point  of  view  our  lives  need  this  shar- 
ing  in  others'  lives.     You  and    I  do  not  work   our  bey,. 
alone,  for  we  need  encouragement,  we  need  to  share  oi~"' 
success,  we   need    the   fellow-feeling,  the   sympathy,  t' 
friendship,  that  add  so  much  to  our  ability  to  excel.     T 
individual  that  leads  the  hermit  life,  or  the  nation  tha 
composed   merely  of   these  individuals,  lacks  those  c 
aspirations  and  convictions  which  make  the  greatest  ] 
and  the  greatest  movements  in  history.     Woe  betidf 
nation  lacking  these  ideals,  for  every  great  nation  mr 
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united  and  have  great  common  aspirations.  To  lose  them 
means  the  old  age  and  coming  decadence  of  national  life. 
But  truly  to  have  convictions  and  to  have  them  in  com- 
mon, needs  a  removal  of  skepticism,  needs  a  critical  ground- 
work, needs  a  forum  of  mental  life,  where  we  can  meet  and 
understand  one  another  and  gain  convictions  widely  ac- 
cepted and  of  more  than  a  moment's  duration. 

Now  the  deeper  we  go,  and  the  stronger  our  ultimate 
foundations  are,  the  surer  shall  we  build,  and  the  longer 
will  our  structure  last.  But  this  very  work  of  gaining  such 
a  foundation  is  the  task  of  philosophy.  To  change  our 
figure,  philosophy  meets  life  at  each  and  every  turning  of 
the  way.  Go  where  you  will,  think  what  3^ou  will,  feel 
what  you  will,  do  what  you  will,  you  never  will  get  be- 
yond the  need  that  philosophy  tries  to  meet.  Her  work 
is  as  universal  as  man,  is  as  catholic  as  life. 

Yet  a  word  of  warning  and  an  admission  must  be  added 
to  what  we  have  said.     Philosophy  is  not  life,  philosophy  But  phiios- 
is  only  a  means  to  a  higher  and  better  life.     No  one  should  S^fJ'^^iJ^i"^' 
expect  more  from  it,  no  one  should  make  it  his  all.     The  o"iy  » 

,  ,,.  1  11  •!  11.1        f,'uide  to  life. 

great  work  of  this  world  is  not  done  by  philosophy  but  by 
the  individual  acts  of  each  individual  life,  for  life  is  not 
made  up  of   universal  principles  but  of   particular  acts. 
These  particular  acts,  be  they  the  planting  of  corn,  the 
running  of  a  locomotive,  the  presiding  at  a  directors'  meet- 
ing, the  finding  of  a  new  drug,  the  inventing  of  a  new 
machine,  the  discovery  of  a  new  fact  or  truth,  the  bringing 
into  the  world  of  a  new  life,  the  training  of  the  young,  the 
aring  for  the  sick  and  needy,  the  uplifting  of  man's  ideals 
'id  aspirations,  the  giving  of  new  hope,  and  the  lessening 
''sorrow, — these  alone  are  life,  and  these  are  not  pliiloso- 
'  'y.    They  need  her  guidance  at  every  turning  of  the  way ; 
•■>  they,  and  they  alone  are  life.     Tims  has  pliilosophy, 
''k  everything  else,  a  meaning  and  a  value  only  in  tciins 
■ts   contribution  to  life.      Life   and   its  self-realization 
-  "e  are  of  value  in  and  for  themselves. 
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A   SCHEME   OF  THE  HISTORY  OF  PHILOSOPHY » 

A.  The  Philosophy  op  the  Greeks. 

I.   The  Cosmological  Period  (the  6th  and  5th  centuries  B.C.). 

The  Ionian  School. 

Thales  (about  600  B.C.). 

Anaximander  (a  little  later). 

Anaximenes  (about  560-500  B.C.). 
The  Pythagoreans. 
The  Eleatic  School. 

Parmenides  (wrote  about  470  B.C.). 
Heraclitus  (about  536-470  B.C.). 
The  Atomists. 
II.   The  Anthropological  Period  (5th  century  b.c). 

The  Sophists. 

Socrates  (469-399). 
III.   The  Systematic  Period. 

Democritus  (about  460-360). 

Plato  (427-347). 

Aristotle  (384-322). 

B.  The  Hellenistic-Roman  Philosophy. 

I,   The  Ethical  Period  (the  four  centuries  before  Christ). 
The  Stoics. 
The  Epicureans. 
The  Skeptics. 
II.   The  Religious  Period  (first  century  a.d.  to  the  sixth). 
Neo-Pythagoreanism. 
Neo-Platonism. 

Plotinus  (204-269). 
The  Church  Fathers. 

Augustine  (3.54-430). 

1  Following  mostly  Windelband,  History  of  Pliilosophy. 
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C.  The  Philosophy  of  the  Middle  Ages. 

I.   Platonic  Scholasticism  (to  the  13th  ceutury). 
Ausehn  (1(«:}-1100). 
Abelard  (1079-1142). 

II.   Aristotelian  Scholasticism  (from  the  TJth  century), 
Peripateticisiu. 

Thomas  Aquinas  (r225-l'274). 
Platonic- Augustinian  Tendency. 

Duns  Scotus  (about  1270-1308). 
Nominalism. 

William  of  Occam  (died  1347). 

D.  The  Philosophy  of  the  Renascence. 

I.   The  Humanistic  Period. 

II.   The  Natural  Science  Period. 

Kepler  (1.561-1G30). 
Galileo  (1.364-1642). 
Francis  Bacon  (1561-1626). 
Thomas  Hobbes  (1588-1679). 
Descartes  (1.596-1650). 
The  Occasionalists. 
Spinoza  (1632-1077). 
Leibniz  (1646-1716). 

E.  The  Philosophy  of  the  Enlightenment 

I.  In  England. 

Locke  (1632-1704). 
Berkeley  (168.5-1753). 
Hume  (1711-1776). 

II.  The  Scottish  School. 

Reid  (1710-1796). 

m.   In  France. 

Voltaire  (1G94-1778). 
Lamettrie  (1709-17'd). 
Condillac  (1715-178J). 
Diderot  (1713-1784). 
Rousseau  (1712-1778). 

IV.   In  Germany. 

Leibniz  (also  in  this  period). 
Wolff  (1679-1754). 
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F.  German  Philosophy. 

Kant  (1724-1804). 
Fichte  (1762-1814). 
Schelling  (1775-1854). 
Hegel  (1770-1831). 
Schleierinacher  (1768-1834). 
Herbart  (1776-1841). 
Schopenhauer  (1788-1860). 

G.  The  Philosophy  of  the  Nineteenth  Century. 

I.  In  England  and  Scotland. 

Sir  William  Hamilton  (1788-1856). 
John  Stuart  Mill  (1806-1873). 
Herbert  Spencer  (1820 ). 

n.   In  France. 

Comte  (1798-1857). 

in.   In  Germany. 

Lotze  (1817-1881). 
Fechner  (1801-1887). 

Von  Hartmann  (1842 ). 

Lange  (1828-1875). 
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Baldwin,  Dictionary  of  Philosophy  and  Psychology.     2  vols. 

Balfour,  The  Foundations  of  Belief. 

Berkeley,  Selections  from  Berkeley,  by  A.  C.  Fraser. 

Caird,  E.,  The  Critical  Philosophy  of  Immanuel  Kant.     Vol.  L 

Eisler,  Philosophisches  Worterbuch. 

Hoffding,  History  of  Modern  Philosophy.     Vol.  II. 

Hume,  Treatise  of  Human  Nature. 

Hyslop,  Elements  of  Ethics. 

James,  Psychology  (Briefer  Course). 

James,  The  Principles  of  Psychology.     2  vols. 

James,  The  Varieties  of  Religious  Experience. 

Kiilpe,  Introduction  to  Philosophy. 

Ladd,  Introduction  to  Philosophy. 

Locke,  Essay  on  the  Human  Understanding. 

Lotze,  Outlines  of  ^Esthetics. 

Lotze,  IMetaphysic.    2  vols. 

Miinsterberg,  Psychology  and  Life. 

Paulsen,  System  of  Ethics. 
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Spencer,  First  Principles. 

StaUo,  Concepts  and  Theories  of  Modern  Physics. 

Stout,  A  Manual  of  Psychology. 

Ward,  Naturalism  and  Agnosticism.     2  vols. 

Watson,  An  Outline  of  Philosophy. 

Watson,  Selections  from  Kant. 

Weber,  History  of  Philosophy. 

Windelband,  A  History  of  Philosophy. 

Wundt,  Einleitung  in  die  Philosophic.^ 

1 1  should  like  to  add  to  the  list  of  reference  books  :  Cornelius,  Einleitung 
in  die  Philosophic.  Leipzig,  190.3.  Riebl,  A.,  Philosophie  der  Gegenwart. 
Leipzig,  1903. 
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Absolute,  The :  as  a  principle  of  real- 
ity, 431. 
its  knowability,  431  ff. 
Abstract,  The :   danger  of  identifying 
it  with  the  concrete,  38  ff.,  62, 
72f.,97f. 
.a;sthetics,  511  ff. 
its  definition,  536. 
its  problems,  511  ff. 
Anthropomorphism.    See  Teleology. 
Apprehension,  Simple.    See  Intuition. 
A  posteriori,  109  f . 

A  priori,  meaning  of  the  term,  91  f., 
109  ff. 
,  10  fundamental  difference  between 

it  and  a  posteriori,  119. 
relation    to    probability,    111    ff., 
116  ff. 
Atfjm,  an  abstraction,  72  ff. 

.as  an  instrument  of  interpretation, 
,      65  f. 

nature  of  the  ultimate,  67  f.,  69. 
i».tomism,  243  ff. 

that  of  science  only  relative,  259  f . 
Atoms,  basis  of  interpretation  of  mind, 
174  f. 
nature  not  composed  merely  of,  70  f . 
their  substantiality,  215  f. 
Attraction,  not  an  ultimate  explana- 
tion of  the  transference  of  mo- 
tion, 80  £E. 


Beautiful,  The:  its  nature,  511  ff. 

its  objectivity,  516  f. 
Berkeley,  196  ff. 


Causal    relation    between    mind  and 

body,  274  ff. 
Causation,  264  ff.,  273,  396  ff. 

and  creation,  302. 

as  a  universal  system,  262  f .,  268  ff. 

involves  a  law  of  repetition ,  266  f . 


mental,  151  ff.,  162  ff. 
no  complete  repetition  in   causal 
sy,stem,  267  f.,  nor  in  parts  of  it, 
268  f. 
reads  backward  as  well  as  forward, 

271  f. 
the  infinite  complexity  of  the  con- 
crete cause,  264  ft. 
the  law  of  causation  an  a  priori 

principle,  396  ff.,  423  f. 
universal  causal  interaction,  217  ff. 
Change,  an  ultimate  element  of  real- 
ity, 253  f . 
as  a  principle  of  reality,  426. 
See   Atom,    Creation,    Interaction, 
Pluralism,  and  Singuhirism. 
Collision,  the  condition  of  tlie  trans- 
ference of  motion,  SI  f. 
Conservation,  Mental,  158  tf. 
Conservation  of  Energy,  an  a  priori 
principle,  88  ff. 
its  so-c-alled  inductive  proof,  92  f . 
means  relative  conservation,  86  f. 
potential  energy  and  the  principle 
of,  90  f . 
Consistency,  as  a  criterion  of  truth, 

1  ff.,  378. 
Continuity,  of  nature,  151  ff. 

its  absence   in   the   mental  worlil, 
153  ff. 
Cosmogony,  its  delinition,  183,  291. 

its  problems,  291  f. 
Cosmology,  217  IT. 
Creation,  292  ff.,  320  ff. 

as  a  doctrine  of  theism,  295. 
created   cannot   be   deduced    from 

creator,  300  ff. 
equals  change,  297  f . 
its  definition,  182. 
manner  of,  2!KI  ff. 
not  a  Ixiginning  in  time,  295  f. 
one  with  the  problem  of  causation, 

:302. 
its  mythological  form,  292  ff. 
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its  problems,  182  f..  217  ff. 
See  Kvolutiuu  ami  Teleology. 
Criticism,  The  Idea  of,  511  fif. 

Death,  Problem  of,  4(59  ff. 

See  Immortality. 
Difference.     See  Likeness. 
Divisibility,  limitless,  65,  (i9. 

of  all  things  into  parts,  G4. 
DiNision,  as  an  instrument  of  explana- 
tion, 65  f. 

its  limits  as  such  instrument,  67  f. 
Dualism,  208  iT. 

a  primitive  theory,  187  ff. 
Dynamical  Theory,  95  ff. 

its  reconciliation  with  the  mechani- 
cal theory  of  nature,  97  f . 

Empiricism,  395  ff. 

criticism  of,  396  ff. 
Epistemology.     See  Theory  of  Knowl- 
edge. 
Ethics,  and  cosmology,  225  ff.,  235  ff. 

its  definition  and  problems,  489  ff., 
536. 
Evil,  Problem  of,  473  ff. 
Evolution,  303  ff. 

and  special  creation,  318. 

and  the  secondary  qualities,  317. 

criticism  of   Spencer's   theory   of, 
316  ff. 

not  a  law  of  world-change,  303  f . 

of  mind,  317. 

Spencer's  theory  of,  -305  ff. 

the  principles  of,  318  f. 
Existence,  meaning  of  term,  410  f . 

Freedom  of  the  Will,  162  ff. 

and  moral  responsibility,  502  ff. 
Future,  The :  as  a  principle  of  reality, 
427. 

knowledge  of,  366  ff.,  .390  ff. 

Given,  The,  349  ff.,  364  ff.,  522  ff. 

always  factual,  350  ff. 

as  present  consciousness,   366  ff.. 
413  f . 

its  determination,  412  ff. 

the  foundation  of  proof,  355  ff. 

the  subject  of  all  predication,  418  f . 

the  summum  germs,  416  ff. 
God,  as  the  universal  mind,  434  ff. 

conceptions  of,  459. 

the  belief  in  God  as  a  principle  of 
religion,  458  ff. 


See  Creator  and  Substance. 
Good,  The:  its  nature,  491  ff. 

Hedonism,  493  ff. 
Hylozoism,  190. 

Ideal,  The,  439  ff. 

as  knowledge,  441  ff. 
its  nature,  439  ff.,  445  f. 
its  principles,  447  f. 
its  validity,  446  IT. 
vagueness  of,  514  ff. 
Idealism,  403  ff.,  408  ff. 
Immortality,  4()9  If. 

a  problem,  not  of  philosophy,  but 

of  empirical  science,  149  f. 
insufficient  proofs  of,  141  ff. 
what  would  constitute  a  scientific 
proof  of,  1.39  ff.,  145  ff. 
Infinite,  The :  as  a  principle  of  reality, 
432  f . 
its  knowability,  432  f. 
Infinity,  105  f. 

Interaction,  between  mind  and  body, 
274  ff. 
Lotze"s  disproof  of,  248  ff. 
Intuition,  358  ff.,  522  ff. 

not  a  psychological  but  an  episte- 
mologieal  term,  3G2. 

Knowledge,  a  process  of  analysis  .a^d 
synthesis,  28  f. 

can  always  be  transformed  i  nto 
judgments,  344  ff. 

classification  of,  529  ff. 

how  possible  when  its  object  is  in- 
finite, 27  f. 

its  definition  and  nature,  374  ff. 

its  elements,  347  ff. 

its  infinitude.  377  ff.,  386  ff. 

its  object.     See  The  Given. 

its  reiati%nty,  86  f.,  374  ff.,  382  ff. 

its  relativity  and  validity,  384  f. 

its  validity  as  an  axiom,  .391  ff. 

results  in  a  graded  classification  of 
objects,  .32  f . 

the  principles  of,  378  f . 

the  transcendent  element  in 
knowledge  and  its  validity, 
390  ff. 

Likeness,  as  a  principle   of   reality, 
427  f. 
See  Knowledge. 
Logic,  536. 
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Lotze.hisdisproofof  interaction ,  248  ff . 

Materialism,  and  religion,  194. 

a  primitive  view  of  the  world,  185  f . 
criticism  of,  192  ff. 
origin  of,  184  f. 

primitive  materialism  hylozoistic, 
190. 
Mathematics,  as  most  general  science, 
107  ff. 
as  science  a  priori,  107  ff. 
Matter,  as  a  mere  abstraction,  62,  97  f . 

as  a  substance,  60  f. 
Mechanical  Theory,  94  ff.,  118. 

its  reconciliation  with  the  dynami- 
cal theory  of  nature,  97  f. 
Mechanics,  as  most  general  science, 
107  ff. 
as  science  a  priori,  107  ff. 
Metaphysics,  its  definition,  536. 

precedes  the  theory  of  knowledge, 
544  f. 
Mind,  apprehended  only  by  the  one 
self,  128  ff.,  135  f. 
its  distinction  from  the  material, 

125  ff.,  133. 
non-spatial,  129  ff. 
the  physical  as  the  basis  of  its  inter- 
pretation, 150  f. 
Mind  and  Body,  their  causal  relation, 

274  ff. 
Minds  of  others,  known  by  analogy, 
125ff.,134iT.,  143  ff. 
ultimate  facts  referred  to  by  the 
term,  136  f. 
Monadology,  245  f . 
Moral  Responsibility,  502  ff. 
See  Freedom  of  the  Will. 
Motion,  an  abstraction,  79. 
transference  of,  80  ff.,  83  f. 
See  Interaction. 

Naturalism,  443  f. 

its  tendency  to  identify  reality  and 
abstractions,  121. 
Necessity,  meaning  of  the  term,  300  f. 

Object,  as  a  principle  of  reality,  429  f. 

of  knowledge.     See  The  Given. 
Occasionalism,  246  ff. 
Ontology,  its  definition,  180  f. 

its  origin ,  184  f . 

its  problems,  181  f. 

Panpsychism,  158,  280  ff. 


a   scientific    not    a   philosophical 

problem,  289. 
criticism  of,  287  f. 
Parallelism,  274  ff. 
Past,  The :  as  a  principle  of  reality,  427. 

knowledge  of,  366  ff. 
Perfectionism,  496  ff. 
Permanent,  The.    See  Change. 
Personal  identity,  167  ff. 
Pessimism,  458  ff.,  4(58  ff.,  498  f. 
Philosopher,  a  thinker  rather  than  an 

observer,  5,  9  f. 
Philosophy,  as  a  science,  521  f. 
disrepute  of,  2  ff. 
historical  development  of,  538  ff. 
its  analogy  to  all  types  of  organiza- 
tion, 3  ff. 
its  definition,  l,6ff.,521ff. 
its  disciplines,  534  ff. 
its  meaning  and  value,  551  ff. 
its  method,  548  ff. 
its  relation  to  the  other  sciences, 

529ff.,555ff. 
its  scope,  528  ff. 
Physics,  as  a  universal  natural  science, 
37,  94  ff. 
forms  the  basis  of  interpretation  of 

mind,  156  f.,  174  f. 
movement  of  the  sciences  toward, 
50. 
Pluralism,  221  f.,  235  ff.,  256  ff. 
and  religion,  235  ff. 
atheistic,  227  f . 
dualistic,  231. 

its  failure  to  explain  change,  248  ff. 
its  real  problem  is  that  of  change, 

240  ff. 
its  varieties,  222  ff. 
materialistic,  230  f. 
spiritualistic,  231. 
theistic,  225  ff.,  237  ff. 
Prcestablished  Ilarniouy,  246  f. 
Primary    Qualities,    The:    the   terms 
in  which  all  objects  of  nature 
become  comparable,  47  f. 
the  universal  and  permanent  uue.s, 
43  f. 
Probability,  its  nature,  116  ff. 
Psychology,  and  phihtsophy,  528. 
critique  of,  174  ff . 

the  ideal  psychology  phyn'ological, 
17(if. 

Qualities,  their  division  into  primary 
and  secondary,  IWff. 
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basis  of  this  division,  41  ff. 
justiticatiou  of  this  division,  47  fif. 

Rationalism,  395  fr'. 

Real,  The :  and  the  ideal,  439  S. 

Realism,  403  ff . 

its  sources,  405  ff. 
criticism  of,  407  ff. 
Reality,  as  the  Universal  Mind,  434  ff. 
the  principles  of,  420  ff. 
See  Existence,  The  Given,  Realism, 
and  Idealism. 
Redemption,  as  a  principle  of  religion, 

47Gf. 
Relative,  The.    See  Knowledge    and 

Absolute. 
Religion,  and  cosmology,  225  ff.,  235  ff. 
and  science,  478  ff. 
critique  of,  478  ff. 
field  of,  478  ff. 
its  differentiation    from   morality 

and  art,  457  f. 
its   differentiation    from    science, 

456  f. 
its  nature,  451  ff. 
its  object,  452  ff. 
its  principles,  458  ff.,  467  ff. 
Religion,  The  Philosophy  of :  its  defini- 
tion, 536. 
its  problems,  458  ff. 
Repetition,  Law  of :  266  f.,  424  f . 
See  Causation. 

Science,  a  critique  of  natural,  120  ff. 
classification  of,  529  ff.,  537. 
seeks  the  general,  41  f. 
Sciences,  The:  their  classification  ac- 
cording to   the  universality  of 
the  objects  interpreted,  36  f. 
their  difference  in  generality,  107  f . 
their  movement  toward  physics,  50. 
Secondary  Qualities,  The:   the  proof 
of  their  reality,  40  ff.,  45  f. 
the  question  of  their  reality,  38  ff. 
their  place  as  elements  to  be  inter- 
preted, 52  f . 
their  reduction  to  the  primary  does 
not  mean  identification,  52. 
Sin,  Problem  of,  475  ff. 
Singularism,  217  ff.,  232  ff.,  255  ff. 
Skepticism,  391  ff. 
religious,  460  ff. 
Soul,  164  ff. 


its  sul)stantiality,  166  ff.,  215. 

thingness  as  asserted  of,  166  ff. 
Space,  its  phenomenality,  99. 

conceptual,  99. 

empty  space  a  mere  abstraction, 
101  f. 

is  it  a  concept?  100. 

its  genesis  not  a  philosophical  prob- 
lem, 100. 
Spencer,  his  theory  of  evolution,  305  ff. 
Spiritualism,  criticism  of  the  Berke- 
ley an,  201  ff. 

that  of  Berkeley,  196  ff. 

two  types  of,  195  f .,  203  ff. 
Subject,  429  f. 

See  Object. 
Substance,  59  ff.,  210  f. 

and  thing,  212  ff. 

not  a  remainder  left  after  abstrac- 
tion of  qualities,  210  ff. 

of  the  soul,  163  ff. 

the  things  claiming  to  be,  215  f. 
Supernatural,  The :  452  ff.,  483  f. 

See  Religion. 

Teleology,  320  f. 

theism's  appeal  to,  228  ff.,  320  ff. 
Theory  of  Knowledge,  its  definition, 
535  f . 

its  problems,  337  ff. 
Thing,  and  substantiality,  212  ff. 

imi^lies  independent  existence,  57  £. 

implies  substantiality,  59  f . 

the  soul  as  a,  166  ff. 
Time,  99  ff. 

See  Space. 
Transcendent  World,  The :  403  ff. 

See  Realism  and  Idealism. 

Voluntarism,  203  ff.,  332  f.,  439  ff. 

World,  The:  as  the  Universal  Mind, 

434  ff. 
growth  of  our  conception  of,  15  ff. 
its  infinite  diversity,  22  ff. 
its  infinitude,  20  ff.,  104  f. 
its  manifold  interpretation,  439 ff. 
its  unity,  264  f.,  268  f. 
the    spontaneity    of    its    changes, 

203  ff. 
See  The  Given,  Realism,  Idealism, 

The  Principles  of  Reality,  and 

Voluntarism. 
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